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n 



TO THE 



Rev. Theophilus Lindfeyy A. M. 



DEAR FRIEND, 

W^ISHING, as I do, that 
my name may ever be conncfted as 
clofely with yours after death,^ as we 
have been conneded by friendfliip in 
life, it is with peculiar ^tisfad^ion that 
I dedicate this work (which I am wil- 
ling to hope will be one of the moft 
ufeful of my publications) to you'. 

To your example of a pure love 
of troth, and of the mod fearlefs in- 
tegrity in aflerting it, evidenced by 
the facrifices you have made to it, I 
owe much of my owm wifhesi to in%^ 
l»be the lame ipirit ^ though a- most 
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favourable education, and fituation in 
life, by not giving me an opportunity 
of diftinguifhing myfelf a^s you have 
done, has, likewife, not expofed me to 
the temptation of acting otherwife; 
and for this I wifh to be truly thank- 
ful. For fince Co very few of thofe 
who profefs the fame fentiments with 
you, have had the courage to ad con- 
fiftently with them, no perfon, what- 
ever he may imagine he might have 
been equal to, can have a right to pre- 
fume, that he would have been one of 
(b fmall a number. 

No perfon can fee in a ftronger 
light than you do the mifchievous 
confequences of the corruptions of 
that religion which you juftly prize, 
as the moft valuable of the gifts 
of God to man; and therefore I 
flatter myfelf, it will give you fome 

pleafure 
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pleafure to accompany mc in my rc- 
fearches into the origin and progrefs of 
them, as this will tend to give all the 
friends of pure chriftianity the fuUeft 
fatisfa<9:ion that they reflect no dilcrc-, 
dit on the revelation itfelf; fince it 
will be feen that they all came in 
from a foreign and hoflile quarter. It 
will likewife afford a pleafing prelage, 
that our religion will, in due time, 
purge itfelf of every thing that de- 
bafes it, and that for the prefent pre- 
vents its reception by thofe who are 
ignorant of its nature, whether living 
in chriftian countries, or among Ma- 
hometans and Heathens. 

The grofs darknefs of that night 
which has for many centuries obfcured 
our holy religion, we may clearly fee, 
is paft ; the morning is opening upon 
us ; and we cannot doubt but that the 
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light will increafcy and extend itfelf 
more and more, unto the perfeEi day. 
Happy are they who contribute to dif- 
fufe the pure light of this ever lofting 
go/pel. The time is coming when the 
dctedion of one error, or prejudice, 
relating to this moft important fub^ 
jed, and the fuccefs we have in open-* 
ing and enlarging the minds of men 
with refped to it, will be confidered 
as far more honourable than any dif- 
covery we can make in other branches 
of knowledge, or our fuccefs in pro- 
pagating them. 

In looking back upon the difmal 
fcene which the ftiocking corruptions 
of chriftianity exhibit, we may well 
exclaim with the prophet. How is the 
gold become dim^ how is the moft jine 
gold changed. But the thorough exa- 
mination of every thing relating to 

chriftianity, 
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chriftianity, which has been produced 
by the corrupt ftate of it, and which 
nothing elfe would probably have 
led to, has been as the refiner s fire 
with refpedt to it ; and when it 
ftiall have flood this teft, it may be 
prefumed that the truth and excel- 
lency of it will never more be called 
in queftion. 

This corrupt ftate of chriftianity 
has, no doubt, been permitted by the 
Supreme Governor of the world for 
the beft of purpofes, and it is the fame 
great Being who is alfo now, in the 
courfe of his providence, employing 
thefe means to purge his floor » The 
civil powers of this world, which were 
formerly the chief fupports of the an- 
tichriftian fyftems, who have given 
their power and ftrengtb unto the heaft 
(Rev. xvii. 13.) now begin to hate her^ 
and are ready to makt her defolate and 

a 4 naked^ 
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nakedy v» i6. To anfwer their own 
political purpofes, they are now pro- 
moting various reformations in the 
church; and it can hardly be doubted, 
but that the difficulties in which many 
of the European nations are now in- 
volving themfelves, will make other 
m^eafures of reformation highly expe- 
dient and neceflary. 

Alfo, while the attention of men 
in power is ingrofled by the difficul- 
ties that more immediately prels upon 
them, the endeavours of the friends of 
reformation in points of doEirine pafs 
with lefs notice, and operate without 
obftrudtion. Let us rejoice in the good 
that refults from this evil^ and omit no 
opportunity that is fumifhed us, vo- 
luntarily to co-operate with the gra- 
cious intention of divine providence j 
and let us make that our primary ob- 
jed, which othors are doing to pro- 
mote 
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mote their own finifter ends^ All thofe 
who labour in the difcovery and com- 
munication of truth, if they be adu- 
ated by a pure love of it, and a fenfe 
of its importance to the happinefs of 
mankind, may confider themfelves as 
workers together with Gody and may 
proceed with confidence, afliired that 
their labour in this caufe Jhall not be 
in vain, whether they themfelves fee 
the finit of it or not. 

The more oppofition we meet with 
in thefe labours, the more honourable 
it will be to us, provided we meet that 
oppofition with the true fpirit of Chris- 
tianity. And to aflift us in this, we 
fhould frequently refleft that many of 
our opponents are probably men who 
wilh as well to the gofpel as we do 
ourielves, and really think they do God 
fervice by oppofin^ us. Even prej udice 

and 
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and bigotry, arifing from fuch a prin- 
ciple, are refpedable things, and en- 
titled to the greateft candour. If our 
religion teaches us to love our enemies^ 
certainly we fhould love, and, from a 
principle of love, fliould endeavour to 
convince thofe, who, if they were only 
better informed, would embrace us as 
friends. 

The time will come, when the 
cloud, which for the prefent prevents 
our diftinguifhing our friends and our 
foes, will be difperfed, even that day 
in which the Jeer ets of all hearts will 
be difclofed to the view of all. In the 
mean time, let us think as favourably 
as poflible of all men, our particular 
opponents not excepted ; and therefore 
be careful to condud: all hojlility^ with 
the pleafing profped that one day it will 
give place to the moft perfed amity. 

You, 



MDICATION. xi 

You, my friend, peculiarly happy 
in a moil placid, as well as a moft de- 
termined mind, have nothing to blame 
yourfelf for in this refpedt. If, on 
any occaiion, I have indulged too 
much afperity, I hope I (hall, by your 
example, learn to corre<a myfelf, and 
without abating my zejal in the com- 
mon caufe. 

As we are now both of us paft 
the Qieridian of life, I hope we (hall 
be looking more and more beycxid it, 
and be preparing for that world, where 
we Ihall have no errors to combat, and 
confequently where a talent fordif" 
futation will be of no ufe ; but where 
the fpirit of love will find abundant 
exercife; where all our labours will 
be of the moft friendly and benevolent 
nature, and where our employment 
will be its own reward. 

Let 
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Let thefe views brighten the even- 
ing of our lives, that evenings which 
will be enjoyed with more fati&fa£tion, 
in proportion as the day fhall have 
been laborioufly and well fpent^ Let 
tis then, without reluiStance, fubmit to 
that temporary reft in the grave, which 
our wife Creator has thought proper 
to appoint for all the human race, our 
Saviour himfelf not wholly excepted; 
anticipating with joy the glorious 
morning of the refurreBion^ when we 
fliall meet that Saviour whofe precepts 
we have obeyed, whofe fpirit we have 
breathed, whofe religion we have de- 
fended, whofe cup alfb we may, in feme 
jneafore, have drank of, and whofe 
honours we have aflerted, without 
making them to interfere with thofe 
of bis father and our father ^ of his God 
and our God^ that fupreme, that great 

and awful Being, to whofe will he was 

always 
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always moft pcrfedly fubmiflive, and 
for whole unrivalled prerogative he al- 
ways {hewed the mod ardent zeal. 

With the trueft aiFedtion, 
I am, 

Dear Friend, 
Your Brother, 
In the faith and hope of the gofpel, 



J. PRIESTLEY. 



Binmngbami Nov. 1783. 



rHE PREFACE. 

I 



After examining the foundation 
of our chriftian faith, and having feen how 
much valuable information we receive from 
it, in my Injiitutes of Natural and Revealed 
Religion^ it is with a kind of relu($lance, that, 
according to my propofal, I muft now pro- 
ceed to exhibit ""a view of the dreadful cor- 
ruptions which have debafed its fpirit, and 
almoft annihilated all the happy effefts which 
it was eminently calculated to produce. It 
is fome fatisfaftion to us, however, and is 
more than fufficient to ^nfwer any objeflion 
that may be made to chriftianity itfelf from 
the consideration of thefe corruptions, that 
they appear to have been clearly forefeen by 
Chrift, and by feveral of the apoftles. And 
we have at this day the ftill greater fatif- 
fa£tion, to perceive that, according to the 
predictions contained in the books of fcrip- 
ture, chriftianity has begun to recover itfelf 
from this corrupted ftate, and that the re- 
formation advances apace. And though 
fome of the moft fliocking abufes ftill con- 
tinue 
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tinue in many places, their virulence is very 
generally abated; and the number is greatly 
increafed of thofe who are moft zealous in 
the profeffion of chriftianity, whofe lives are 
the greateft ornament to it, and who hold it 
in fo much purity, that, if it was fairly ex- 
hibited, and univerfally underftood, it could 
hardly fail to recommend itfelf to the ac- 
ceptance of the whole world, of Jews and 
Gentiles. 

The clear and full exhibition of truly 
reformed chriftianity feems now to be almoft 
the only thing that is wanting to the uni- 
verfal prevalence of it. But fo long as all 
the chriftianity that is known to Heathens, 
Mahometans, and Jews, is of a corrupted 
and debafed kind ; and particularly while the 
profeffion of it is fo much conne£led with 
worldly intereft^ it is no wonder that man- 
kind in general refufe to admit it, and that 
they can even hardly be prevailfed upon to 
give any attention to the evidence that is 
alleged in its favour. Whereas, when the 
fyftem itfelf (hall appear to be lefs liable to 
objeftion, it is to be hoped, that they may 
be brought to give proper attention to it, 
and to the evidence on which it refts. 

Difagreeable 
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Difagreeable as muft be the view of 
thefe corruptions of chriftianitv, to thofe 
who love and value it, it may not be with- 
out its ufe, even with refpecl to themfelves. 
For the more their abhorrence and indig- 
nation are excited by the confideration of 
what has fo long paifed for chriftianity, the 
more highly will thdy efteem what is truly 
fo; the contrail will be fo ftriking, and fo 
greatly in its favour. Both thefe valuable 
ends, I hope, will be, in fonie meafure, an- 
fwered by this attempt, to exhibit what ap- 
pear to me to have been the great deviations 
from the genuine fyftem and fpirit of chrif-** 
tianity, and the caufcs that produced them. 

The following work has been fo long 
promifed to the public, that I cannot help 
being apprehenfive lell my friends, and 
others, (hould not find their expetlations 
from it fully anfwered. But they Ihould . 
recolle6l, that it was originally promifed on 
a much fmaller fcale, viz. as the concluding 
part of my In/iitutes of Natural avd Revealed 
Religion^ which were drawn up for the ufe 
young perfons only. 

I have fince feen reafon to e^ftend my 
views, and to make this a feparate work, 

b larger 
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larger than the whole of the Inftitutes y and 
perhaps I may not have fucceeded fufRciently 
well in the uniform extenfion of thfe whole 
defign. If, therefore, in any refpedl, either 
the compofition, or the citation of autho- 
rities,- fhould appear to be more adapted to 
my firft defign, I hope the candid reader 
will make allowance for it. 

If my proper and ultimate objetl be con- 
fidered, I flatter myfelf it will be thought 
that I have given reafonabie fatisfaftion with 
refpeft to it ; having fhewn that every thing 
which I deem to be a corruption of chrijii-' 
anity has been a departure from the original 
fcheme, or an innovation. It will alfo be 
feen, that I have generally been able to trace 
every fuch corruption to its proper fource, 
and to Ihew what circumftances in the flate 
of things, and efpecially of other prevailing 
opinions and prejudices, made the alteration, 
in doftrine or praftice, fufficiently natural, 
and the introduftion and eftabli(hment of it 
"eafy. And if I have fucceeded in this invef- 
tigation, this bUlorical method will be found 
to be one of the moft fatisfadlory modes of 
argumentation, in order to prove that what 
I objedl to is really a corruption of genuine 
chriftianity, and no part of the original 

fcheme. 
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fcheme. For after the clcarefl: refutation of 
any particular do£trine, that has been long 
eftabliftied in chriftian churches, itwill.be 
afked, how, if it be no part of the fcheme, 
it ever came to be thought fo, and to be fo 
generally acquiefced inj and in many cafes 
the mind will not be perfectly fatisded till 
fuch queftions be anfwered. 

Befides this, I have generally given a 
£hort account of the recovery of the ge- 
nuine doctrines of chrilHanity in the laft 
age, though this was not my profefled ob- 
ject; and a full hiftory of the reformatioity 
in all its articles, might be the fubje6V of 
another large and very inftructive work, 
though I apprehend not quite fo ufeful as 
I flatter myfelf this will be. 

I have not, however, taken notice of 
every departure from the original ftandard 
of chriftian faith or praflice, but only or 
at leaft chiefly, fuch as fubfift at this day, 
in fome considerable part of the chriftian 
world J or fuch as, though they may not 
properly fubfift themfelves, have left cbnfi- 
derable veftiges in fome chriftian chu ches. 
I have not omitted at the fame tirxie, to re- 
dte, as far as I was able, i)oth the feveral 

b 2 fteps 
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fteps by which each corruption has ad- 
vanced, and alfo whatever has been urged 
with the greateft plaufibility in favour of 
it; though I have made a point of being as 
fuccinft as poffible in the detail of argu^ 
mentSy for or againft any particular article 
of faith or pradlice. 

In one article, however, I have confi- 
derably extended the argumentative part, 
viz. in my account of the doftrine of atone-- 
ment. To this fubjeft I had given parti- 
cular attention many years ago, and Dn 
Lardner and Dr. Fleming having feen what 
I then wrote, prevailed upon me to allow 
them to publifh what they thought proper 
of it. This they did under the title of T!be 
Scripture DoSirine ofRemtffion^ in the year 
1 76 1. When I publiflied the Theological 
Repojitory I correfted and enlarged that 
tra6l, and intended to write a ftill larger 
treatife on the fubjeft, with the biftory of 
the do6trine annexed to it. I (hall now, 
however, drop that defign, contenting my- 
felf with ^ving the fubftance of the argu- 
ments in this work. 

In the Conclufion of this work, I have 
taken the liberty, which I hope will not 

be 
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be thought improper, to endeavour to call 
the attention of unbelievers to the fubjeft of 
the corruptions of chriftianity (being fenfible 
that this is one of the principal caufes of 
infidelity) and alfo that^ thofe who have 
influence with refpeft to the prefent eftablijh- 
merits of chriftianity; the reformation of 
many of the abufes I have defcribed, being 
very much in their power. 

There is nothing, I hope, in the man^ 
ner of thefe addrelFes that will give offence, 
as none was intended. I truft, that from a 
fenfe of its infinite importance, I am deeply 
concerned for the honour of the religion I 
profefs. I would, therefore, willingly do 
any thing that may be in my power (and I 
hope with a temper not unbecoming the gof- 
pel) to make it both properly underftoody and 
alfo completely reformed^ in order to its more 
general propagation, and to its producing its 
proper effefts on the hearts and lives of men ; 
and confequently, to its more fpeedily be- 
coming, what it is deftined to be, the greateft 
blefling to all the nations of the world. 

As this work was originally intended to 
be nothing more than a fourth part of my 
Inftitutes^ as mentioned above, I had con- 

b 3 tented 
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tented myfelf with taking authorities from 
refpeftable modern writers, fuch as Dr. 
Clark, Lardner, Jortin, Bafnage, Beaufobrc, 
Le Clerc, Grotius, Dupin, Fleury, Molheim, 
Le Sueur, Giannone, &c. As my views ex- 
tended, and I was led to imagine my work 
might be of fome ule to a higher clafs of 
readers, I found it neceflary to have recourfe 
to rhe original authorities in every thing of 
conlequence, efpecially for fuch articles as 
might be liable to be controverted in this 
country. 

Accordingly, I have taken a good deal 
of pains to read, or at leaft look carefully 
through, many of the moft capital works of 
the antient chriftian writers, in order to 
form a juft idea of their general principles, 
and turn of thinking, and to coUeft fuch 
paH'ages as might occur for my purpofe. 
fctill, however, fome things remain as I firft 
wrote them, and fometimes from not having 
been able to purchafe, or conveniently pro- 
cure, the original writers. 

But my objeft is not to givc-my readers 
a high idea of the extent of my reading, but 
(imply a credible account of fuch fads as ] 
(hall lay before them; and I doubt not the^ 

wil 
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will be as well fatisfied of the fidelity of 
fuch writers as I have quoted, as they 
would have been of my own. I can truly 
lay that I have admitted nothing, the au- 
thority for which I think to be at all fufpi- 
cious ; and it will be feen that I have gene- 
rally^made ufe of fuch as, from the nature of 
the fubjeft, are the leaft liable to exception. 
Where no writer is quoted, I fuppofe the 
fail to be well known to all who are con- 
verfant in thefe inquiries, and for which the 
common ecclefiaftical hiftorians are a fttffi- 
cient authority. 

To have compiled fuch a work as this 
from original authorities only, without 
making ufe of any modern writers, would 
have been more than any one man could 
have executed in the courfe of a long life. 
And what advantage do we derive from the 
labours of others, if we can never confide 
in them, and occafionally fave ourfelves fome 
trouble by their means ? 

It will alfo be proper to obferve, that I 
have fometimes made ufe of my 6wn former 
publications, efpecially thofe in the Theolo-- 
gical RepoJitor)\ which, indeed, were origi- 
nally intended for farther ufe. Thus I have 

b 4 partly 
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partly copied, and partly abridged, what I 
had there written on the fubjeil of Atone-- 
menty as mentioned before, and alfo on that 
of Baptijm. Some things too will be found 
in this work copied, or abridged, form other 
works that bear my name, as the Effay on the 
Lord's Supper y on Church Dijcipline^ and the 
DiJ qui fit tons relating to Matter and Spirit. 
But the whole of fuch extrafts will not 
ma» h exceed a fingle fheet; and I did not 
think it right to leave any of the pieces im- 
perfect merely to avoid a. repetition of fo 
fmall a magnitude, efpecially confidering 
that the feveral publications may fall into 
diiierent hands. 

Since, however, I have written fp largely 
on the fubjecl: of the foul^ and the hiftory 
of opinions relating to it in the Difquifi^ 
tionsy I have omitted it altogether in this 
work, though it would have been a very 
proper part of it. I have only taken from 
that work fome particulars relating to the 
/tare of the dead^ and a few other articles, 
without which this work would have been 
flrikingly defe6live. 

The whole of what I have called the 
Sequel to the Difquijuions (or the Hiftory of 

the 
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the Pbilofopbical Do6lrine concerning the Ori-- 
gin of the foul J and the Nature of Matter^ with 
its influence on Cbriflianity^ efpecially with re^ 
fpeSi to the Do3rine of the pre-exiftence of 
Chrift) I wiQi to have confidered as coming 
properly within the plan of this work, and 
eflential to the principal objeft of it. In- 
deed, when I publifhed the Difquifltions I 
hefitated whether I (hould publifh that part 
then, or referve it for this Hiftory. But the 
reft of this work was not then ready, and it 
was of too much ufe for the purpofe of the 
other, not to go along with it. I wi(h the 
general arguments againft the pre-exiftence of 
Chrifty contained in Seft. VI. of that Sequel 
to be particularly attended to. 

In a fubje6l fo copious as this» I am far 
from fuppofing it probable that I have made 
no miftakes, not with ftanding I have ufed all 
the care and precaution that I could. If any 
fuch be pointed out to me, whether it be by 
a friend or an enemy, I fhall be glad to avail 
myfeif of the intimation, in cafe there fliould 
be a demand for a fecond edition.. As fome 
of my materials bear an equal relation to 
feveral of the fubje61s into which the work 
is divided, the reader will find a repetition of 
fome things, but they, are fo few, and fo 

ufeful 
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ufeful in their refpeftive places, that it 
hardly requires an apology. As to the re- 
petition in the Appendix, the importance of 
the fubje6l muft apologize for it. 

Though I have made no formal divifion 
of this work except into feparate Parts and 
SeSiions^ the reader will perceive that I have 
in the firft place confidered the moft im- 
portant articles of chriftain doSlrine^ and 
then thofe that relate to difcipline^ and the 
government of the church. 

As there are different editions of many of 
the authors that I have quotod, I fliall here 
give a catalogue of the principal of them. 

FOLIO. 

Divi Gregorii Papas Opera Paris 1551 

Juftini Martyris Apologia cum notis Thirlby 

London 1722 
Amobius adverfus Gentes, per Elmenhorftium 

Hamb. 1610 
Joannis DamafcenI Opera, per J. Billium...f aris 16 19 

Anfelmi Opera, per^Picardum Col. Agrip. 1612 
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Hijioire de Manicbeifmej 2 vols. 4to. 1734; 
and Bafnage^ quoted in the fame manner, is 
his Hiftoire de la Religion des Eglifes Refor^ 
mees^ 2 vols. 4to. 1725. In like irmner. 
Anecdotes^ in the references always means 
Anecdotes Ecclefiaftiques^ which is extrafled 
from Giannone's Hiftory of Naples, a work 
of the higheft authority. When only the 
words Sueur or Fleury occur in the refer- 
ences, the places will always be found under 
the year mentioned in the text. 

With refpe£t to the other works I have 
quoted, no miftake of the edition can well 
be made, and with refpe6l to all antient 
writers, J have almoft always quoted the 
Book and Chapter^ &c. as well as the Rage. 

As I have quoted Fleury' s Difcourfes on 
Ecclejaftical Hiftory^ it will be proper to ob- 
serve that my edition of his hiftory is that 
of Bruflels, in 33 vols. i2mo. and that thefe 
Difcourfes are prefixed to the following 
volumes viz. the 8th, 13th, 16th, 17th i8th, 
19th, and 20th. 
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PART I. 

The "Hififfry of Opinions relating to Je/us Cbrift, 



THE INTRODUCTION; 



H E Unity of God is a do&rine on 
which ^ greats^ ftrds is laid in the whole 
fyftoR of revelation. To guard this moft iiii-^ 
portanc article was the principal objedfc of the 
Jewiih reHgion ; ani^ notwithftanding the prone*- 
nefs of the Jews to idolatry, at length ic fiiU/ 
anB/ifered it& purpofe, in reclaiming them, and 
in impreffing die minds of many perfbns of 
other nations in £itouc of the ixoK fundamental 
truth* 
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The Jews were taught by their prophets to 
cxpeft a MefTiah, who was to be defcended from 
the tribe of Judah, and the. family of David, a 
perfon in whom themfelves and all the nations 
of the earth fhoiild be bleffed; but none of their 
prophets gave them an idea of any other than a 
man like themfelves, in that illuftrious charafter ; 
and no other did they ever cxpe6t, or do they 
expeft to this day, 

Jefus Chrift, v;hofe hiftory anfwers to the 
defcription given of the Mefliah by the prophets, 
made no other pretenfions ; referring all his ex- 
traordinary power to God, his father, who, he 
cxpnefsly fays, fpake and afted by him, and who 
raifed him from the dead ; and it is moft evident 
that the apoftles, and all thofe who converfed 
with ourXord, before and after his refurreftion, 
confidered him in no other light than fimply as 
a man approved of God^ h fis^ ^^^ wonders which 
God did by btm. Adts ii. 2 a. 

Not only do we find no trace of to prodi- 
gious^ a change in the ideas which the apoftles 
entertained concerning Chirft, as from that of a 
man like themfelves (which It muft be acknow- 
kdged were the firft that they entertained) to 
that of the mofi high God^ or one who was, in any 
fcnfe, their maker or prefervery that when their 
minds were moft fully enlightened, after the de- 
fcent of the holy fpirit, and to the lateft period 

of 



opinions concerning Cbrifl. 3 

of their miniftry, they continued to fpeak of him 
in the fame ftile ; even when it is evident they 
muft have intended to fpeak of him in a manner 
fuited to his ftate of greateft exaltation and glory. 
Peter ufes the (imple language above quotedj of 
a man approved of God immediately after the de- 
fcent of the fpirit, and the apoftle Paul, giving 
what may be called the chriftian creed lays, 
I Tim. ii. 5, There is one God, and one mediator 
between God and men, the man Cbriji Jejus. He 
does not fay the God-^ the God man, or the^^^^- 
angelic being, but fimply the man Chrift Jellis; 
and nothing can be alleged from the Newj Tcf- 
tament in favour of any higher nature of Chrift, 
except a few paflages interpreted without any 
regard to the context, or the modes of fpeech 
and opinions of the times in which the books 
were written, and in fuch a manner in other re- 
fpefts, as would authorize our proving any 
doftrine whatever from them. 

From this plain doftrine of the fcriptures, a 
do&rine fo confonant to reafon and the antient 
prophecies, chriftians have at length come to 
believe what they do not pretend. to have any 
conception of, and than which it is not poflible 
to frame a more exprcfs contradiftion. For 
while they confider Chrift as the fupreme eternal 
God, the maker of heaven and earth, and of all 
things vifiblc and invifible, they moreover ac- 
knowledge the Father and the Holy Spirit to be 

B2 equally 
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f qu^Uy Gad^ In the fame exalted fenfcj all thre^ 
^yai in power an4 glory, ^nd yet all three co^^ 

ftituting np morp th^n one God. 

To a perfon the; kail: interef^ed in the in? 
qyiry, ie nfipft ^ppc^r an objeft of cgriofity tq 
tr^pp by what pfieans, and by what (leps, fo greft^ 
^ change has t^H^ place, and what circun)r 
i^ances in the ^.iftory of other opinions, an^ 
pf the world, proved favourable to the fuccpfi? 
five changes. An opinion, and efpecia^y ^D 
ppinion adopted by gfe^t piimbers of rnanr 
kindj is to be coftfidered as any other fa^ m 
HAoyji for it cannot be produced without zgi 
adfiqu/^U f<?ig/^, and is therefore a proper objeft of 
ph^lpfpphical inquiry. In this cafe I think it npf: 
^iS^ul^ \o find c^u(es abundantly adequate to 
the purpofe, and it is happily in pur power tQ 
tra?e alippft every ftep by which the cjiangei 
have been fuccefliv.ely brought about. 

If the intereft that mankind have generally 
^Ij^eiH^ in any thing wi^l at all contribute to in- 
lereflf us in the. inquiry concerning it, this hiftory 
^T^fjfiQXi fei\ to engage our attention. For per- 
haps i^ no bufinefe whatever have the minda of 
5pe|i be^A mpre agitated ; ^xA Jpeculative as the 
Hiitpre^ of the thing is, in few cafes has the peace 
pt $?jcijBty been fo much difturbed. To this^ very 
d^y, of fuch importa^ice is the fubjedt confidtaxd 
by th<H]&nds and.ten thoufands, that they caiuiot 

write 
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write or fpeak of it without the greateft emotion, 
and withouc treating their opponent with the 
greateft rancoun If good fenfe and humanity did 
not interpofe to mitigate the rigour of law, thou- 
fands would be fecrificed to the caufe of orthodoxy 
in this fingle article j and the greateft number of 
fufferers would probably be in this very country, 
on. account of the greater freedom of inquiry 
which prevails here, in c6t!ifequence of which we 
entertain aiid profefs tbe greateft diverfity of 
opinidnfd. 

The va^iCOs fte^s in thiis interefting hiftory it 
is now my bufinefs to poii^t otiei and I wifl^ tiiat . 
all' my feadei^s nia;y attend nie wifh ais much coot* 
ifefs and impartiality ^ I truft I ihdl niy felf pre** 
fervc th^cxogh the wh<^te of &ife iriveftigatiow* 



B 3 S^CTIPN 



The Hiftory of 



SECTION I. 

I 

Of the Opinion of the antient Jewijh and Gentile 

Churches. 

A H AT the antient Jewifli church muft 
have held the opinion that Chrift was (imply a 
many and not either God Almighty y or z.fufer^an-- 
gelic beingy may be concluded from its being the 
clear doftrine of the fcripture, and from. the 
apoilles having taught no other ; but there is fuf- 
ficient evidence of the fame thing from ecclefiaf- 
tical hiftory. It is unfortunate, indeed, that there 
are now extant fo few remains of any of the 
writers who immediately fucceeded the apoftles^ 
and efpecially that we have only a few inconfider- 
able fragments of Hegefippus, a Jewilh chriftian, 
who wrote the hiftory of the church in continua- 
tion of the ASis of the ApoJlleSy and who travelled 
to Rome about the year 1 60 j but it is not diffi- 
cult to coUeft evidence enough in fupport of 
my affertion. 

The members of the Jewifh church were, in 
general, in very low circumilances, which may 
account for their having few perfons of learning 
among them ; on which account they were much 
defpifed by the richer and more learned gentile 

chriftianst 
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chriftians, efpecially after the deftruftion of Je- 
rufalem, before which event all the chriftians in 
Judea (warned by our Saviour's prophecies con- 
cerning the dcfolation of that country) had re- 
tired to the north eaft of the fea of Galilee. 
They were like wife defpifed by the gentiles for 
their bigotted adherence to the law of Mofes, 
to the rite of circumcifion, and other ceremonies 
of their antient religion. And on all thefe ac- 
counts they probably got the name of Ebionites^ 
which fignifies poor and mean^ in the fame man- 
ner as m^y of the early reformers from popery 
got the name of Begbards, and other appellations 
of a fitnilar nature. The fate of t;hefe antient 
Jewi0i chriftians was, indeed^ peculiarly hard. 
' For, befides the neglefl: of the gentile chriftians, 
they were, as Epiphanius informs us*, held in 
the greateft abhorrence by the Jews from whom 
they had feparated, and who curfed them in a 
folehin manner three tinnies, whenever they met 
for public worlhip. 

.' ... 

In general, thefc antient Jewifti chriftians 
retained the appellation of Nazarenes, and, it 
may be inferred from Origen, Epiphanius, and 
Eufebius, that the Nazarenes* and Ebionites were 
the fame people, and held the fame tenets, though 
fome of them fuppoled that Chrift was the fon 
of Jofeph as well as of Mary, while others of 

^ Hacr. ft9« Operai vol. i. p. 124. 
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them held that he had no natural father, but had 
a miraculous birth ♦• Epiphanius, in his account 
of the Nazarencs (and the Jewifh chriftians 
never went by any other name) makes no men- 
tion of any of them believing the divinity of 
Chrift, irt any fenfe of the word. 

It is particularly remarkable that Hegc-* 
lippus, in giving an account of the herefies of 
his time, though he mentions the Carpocratians, 
Valentinians, and others who were generally 
termed Gnoftics (and who held that Chrift had . 
a pre-exiftcnce, and was man only in appear- 
ance) not only makes no mention of this lup- 
pofed herefy of the Nazarenes or Ebionites, but 
ikys that, in his travels to Rome, where he Ipcnt 
fome time with Anicetus, and vifited the bifliops 
of other fees, he found that they all held the fame 
doftrine, that was taught in the law, by the pro- 
phets, and by our Lord f . What could this be 
but the proper unitarian doftrine, held by the 
Jews, and which he himfelf had been taught, 
though he had, no doubt, a particular view to 
the tenets of the Gnoftics which appeared in the 
earlieft age, and which were ftrongly reprobated 
by the apoftles and their followers ? 

That Eufebius doth not givie this account of 
the primitive chriftian faith, is no wonder, con- 

* Ibid, p, 12*5. f Eufebii. Hift. L* iv. C* xxii. p. xSs. 
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fldering his prejudice againft the unitarians of hiif 
own time. He fpeaks of the Ebionices, a; perfbna 
whom a malignant daemon had brought into his 
power *, and though he fpeaks of them as hold- 
ing that Jefus was the fon of Jofeph, as well as 
of Mary, he fpeaks with no lefs virulence of the 
opinion of thofe of his time, who believed the 
miraculous conception, calling their herefy ;»^- 
fiefs. Valefius, the tranflator of Enfebius, was of 
opinion that the hiftory of Hegefippus was neg- 
lected and loft by the ancients, on account of 
the errors it contained, and thefe errors could be 
' BO other than the unitarian doftrine. It is pof« 
fiUe alfo, that it might be kfs efteemed on ac-^ 
count of the very plain unadorned ftyle, in which 
all the antients fay it was written. 

Almoft all the ancient writers who fpeak of 
what they call the heretics of the two firft cen- 
turies, fay that they were oitwt^kkidsy the firft- 
tfioie who thought that Chrift Was a man only' 
ki^^ a|[^>earance, and the other that he was a mere 
mm f. TertuUiati calk the former Thcei^^ and 
die latter Ebimtes* Auftin Ipeaking of the 
ftme two fe6ts, fays, that the former believed 
Chrift to be God, but denied that he was many 
whereas the latter believed him to be man, but 
denied that he was God. Of this latter opinion 
Auftin owns that he him&lf was, tiU he became^ 

* lb. L. iu. C. xv^» p. t2x. 
t Lardner^s Hift. cf Heretics, ^. !/• 
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acquainted with the writings of Plato, which in 
his time were tranflated into Latin, and in which 
he learned the doftrine of the Logos. 

Now that this fecond herefy, as the later 
writers called it, was really no herefy at all, 
but the plain fimple truth of the gofpel, may 
be clearly inferred from the apoftle John taking 
no notice at ^1 of it, though he cenfures the 
former, who believed Chrift to be a man only 
in appearance, in . the fevered manner. And 
that this was the only herefy that gave him any 
alarm, is evident from his firft epiftle chap, iv, 3, 
whef e he fays that every Jf ir.it which confejfes 
that J ejus Chrifi is come in the flejh (by which he 
muft have m.eant, in oppofition to the Gnoilics, 
is truly a man) is of God. On the other hand, 
he fays, every fpirit which confejfes not that Jejus 
Chrift is come of the flejh^ is not of God^ and this 
is that Jfirit of Antichrifty whereof ye have heard 
that it Jhould comcy and even now already is it in 
the world. For this was the firft corruption of 
the chriftian religion by the maxims of heathen 
philofophy, and which proceeded afterwards till 
chriftianity was brought to a ftate little better 
than paganifm. 

That chriftian writers in later times ihould 
imaging that this, apoftle alluded to the unita* 
lian herefy, or that of the Ebionites, in the in- 
troduftion to hiB gbfpel^ is not to be wondered 
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^t ; as nothing is more common than for men to 
interpret the writings of others according to 
their own previous ideas and conception^ of 
things. On the contrary, it feems very evident 
that, in that introduftion, the apoftle alludes to 
the very fame fyftem of opinions which he had 
cenfured in his epiftle, the fundamental principle 
of which was, that, not the fupreme Being him- 
felf, but an emanation from him, to which fomc 
gave the name of Logos, was the maker of all 
things; whereas he there affirms thzt tht Logos 
by; which all things were made, was not a being 
diftind from God, but God himfelf^ that is, 
an attribute of God, or the divine power and 
wifdom. The unitarians of the third century 
charged the orthodox with introducing a new 
' and ftrange interpretation of the word Logos hf 
fuppofing it to mean Chrift*. 

That very fyftejn, indeed, which made Chrifl 
to have been the. eternal reafon, or Logos of the 
Father, did not, probably, exift in the time of 
the apoftle John ; but was introduced from the 
principles of platonifm afirerwdrds. But the 
Valentinians, who were only a branch of the 
Gnoftics, made great ufe of the fame term^ 
not <^nly denominating by it one of the sons 
in the fyftem defcribed by Irenaeus, but alfo one 
of them that was endowed by all the other aeons 

^ 5ee Beaofobre, Hifiorie de Manicbeifine^ vol. i. p. 540* 
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with fomc extraordinary gift, to which pcrfoii^ 
they gave the name of Jefusj Saviour^ Cbriji, 
and Legos^m 

The word L»gos was alfo frequently ufed by* 
them as fynonymous to ieon, in general, or an - 
intelligence that fprung, mediately or immedi- 
ately, from the divine eflencef. It is, therefore, 
almoft certain, that the apoftle John had fre- 
quently heard this term made ufe of, in fome 
erroneous reprefentations of the fyftem of chrif-' 
tianity that were current in his time, and there* 
fore he might choofe to introduce the fame term 
in its proper fenfe, as an attribute of the deity 
or God bimfelfy and not a diftind being that 
fprung from him. And this writer is not to be 
U^med if, afterwards^ that very attribute was 
perfonified in a different manner, and not as a 
figure of fpeech, and confequently his language 
was made to convey a very different meaning 
fi-om diat which he affixed to it. 

Athanafius him&lf was fo far from denying 
diat the primitive jewifh church was prop^ly 
unitarian^ ihaintaining the fimple humanity and 
not the divinity of Chrift, that he endeavours to 
account ft)r it by laying J, *' that aU the Jews 
*^ were fo firmly perfuaded that their Meffiah 

* Opera L. u Sec. iv. p. 14. f Beaufobre, vo]. i, p. 571* 
% De Sententla Dionyfii, Opera, vol. i. p».553. 
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was to be nothing more than a man lik^ them** 
felyes, th^t the apoflles were obliged to ui^ 
*^ great caution in divulging the dodkrinc of the 
" proper divinity of Chrift." Many of the other 
early chriflian writers gi v^ the fame account of 
the caution with which they fuppofed the apof* 
ties taught the unpopular do6krines of the pre~ 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift. But what tho 
^poftles did not opeply teach^ I think we Ihoidd 
be cautious how we believe. The apoftles wer9 
never backward to combat other Jewilh prejur 
^ices^ and certainly would hav^ oppofed thb 
ppinion of theirs^ if it had been an error, For 
if it had be^si a^ error at all^ it myft be al^ 
lowed to have been an error of the greatcQ: 
confequcnce. 

Could it roufe the indignation of the a{K>ftIe 
John fo much as to call thofe AiUichrift^ who 
held tha^ Cbrijk was not come in the Jiefiby or was 
not truly .man, .and would he have pafied uncea^ 
fured thofe who denied the divinity of ki;s . I^ond 
and mafter, if he himfelf had thought him to be 
true; and very God> his maker> as^ weU i^ lui$ re- 
deemer? We may therefore iafoly conclude 
diat an opihbn aUowed to have prev^Uod in bis 
time, and maintained by all the Jewifh chrift 
dans afterwaids, was what he himfelf and' tb^ 
other apoftlea had taught them, and therefore: 
that i^ is the very truths and confequeody thait 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift, or of his 

being 
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being any nnore than a man^ is an innovation^ in 
whatever manner it may have been introduced. 

Had the apoftles explained themfelves dif- 
tinftly and fuUy, as its importance, if it had 
been true, required, on the fubjeft of the proper 
divinity ofChrifty as a perfon equal to the Father, 
it can never be imagined that the whole Jewilh 
church, or any confiderable part of it, ihould 
fo very foon have adopted the opinion of his 
being a mere man. To add to the dignity of 
their matter, was natural, but to take from it, 
and efpecially to degrade him from being God^ 
to being man^ muft have been very unnatural. 
To make the Jews abandon the opinion of the 
divinity of Chrift in the moft qualified fenfc of 
the word, muft at leaft have been as difficult as 
we find it to be to induce others to give up the 
fame opinion at this day ; and there can be no 
queftioa of their having, for fome time, believed 
what the apoftles taught on that, as well as oh 
other fubjefts. 

Of the fame opinion with the Nazarenes, or 
Ebionites among the. Jews, were thofe among 
the gentiles whom Epiphanius called Alogi^ from 
their not receiving, as he fays, the account that 
John gives of the Logos ^ and the writings of that 
apoftle in general. But Lardner, with great 
probability fuppofes*, there never was any fuch 

* Hift* of Heretics, p. 447. 
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herefy as that of the Alogi, or rather that thofc 
to whom Epiphanius gave that name^ were un- 
juftly charged by him, with rejefting the writ- 
ings of the apoftle John, fince no other per- 
fon before him makes any mention of fuch a 
thing, and he produces nothing but mere hear- 
fay in fupport of it. It is very poflible, how- 
ever, that he might give fuch an account of them, 
in confequence of their explaining the Logos in 
the introduftion of John's gofpel in a manner 
different from him, and others, who in that age 
had aj^ropriated to themfelvcs the name of or* 
thodox. 

Equally abfurd is the conjefture of Epipha- 
nius*, that thofe perfons, and others like them, 
were thofe that the apoftle John meant by Anti->^ 
cbrift. It is a much more natural inference that, 
lince this writer allows thefe unitarians to have 
been cotempordry with the apoftles, and that 
they had no /peculiar appellation till he himfelf 
gave them this oiAlogi (and which he is very dc- 
lirous f that other writers would adopt after him) 
that they had not been deemed heretical in early 
times, but held the opinion of the antient gentile 
church, as the Nazarenes did that of the Jewifh 
church i and that, notwithftanding the introduc- 
tion, and gradual prevalence of the oppofite doc^ 
trine, they were fufFered to pafs uncenfured, and 

- ^ Hser. 51. S. ili. Operai vol. i. p, 424* f ?• 4«3* 
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confequently without a name, till the fmaUtie& o# 
their numbers made them particukiiy noticed. 

It is remarkable, however, that thofc who 
held the fimple doctrine of the humanity of 
Chrift, without afferting that Jofeph was his na-r 
tural father, were not reckoned heretics by Ire- 
ruBus, who wrote a large work on the fubjeft of 
herefies ; and even thofe who held thai opimoEi 
arc mentioned with refpeft by Jiiftin Martyr^ 
who wrote fome years before him, and wlio, 
UKked^ is the firft writer extant of the gentile 
chriftians, after the age of the apoftles. And ic 
cannot be fuppofed that he would have treated 
^m* with fo much refpect, if thfeif doiftrinehad 
not been very generally received, and on that ac- 
count lefs obnoxious than it grew to be after*^ 
wards. He expreiles their opimon concerning 
Chrift, by faying that they made him to be a mert 
fMMy (^ix(^ asf^pfHTc^) and by this term Irenaeus, 
and aU the antients, even later than Eufebius^ 
meanit a man defamkdfrom many and this phraieo- 
\o^ is frequently oppofed to die dodrine of 
the miraculous conception of Jefus, and not to 
that of his divinity. It is not therefore to be 
ipferred that bccaufe fome of the andent writers 
coademn the one, they meant to pafs any ceo^ 
{bre upon the other. 

The manner in which Juftin Martyr (peaks 
of thofe upitariws who beHeved Chrift to be 

the 
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the fon of Jofeph, is very remarkable, and Ihews 
that though they even denied the miraculous 
conception, they were far from being reckoned 
henetics in his time, as they were by Irenaeus 
afterwards. He fays*, " there are fome of our 
^' profeflion who acknowledge him*' ( Jefus) " to 
^' be the Chrift, yet maintain that he was a man 
*' born of man. I do not agree with them, nor 
Ihould I be prevailed upon by ever fo many 
who hold that opinion i becaufe we are taught 
by Chrift himfelf not to receive our do6trinc 
^^ from men, but from what was taught by the 
^' holy prophets and by himfelf." 

This language has all the appearance of an 
apology for an opinion contrary to the general 
and prevailing one, as that of the humanity of 
Chrift (at kaft with the belief of the miraculous 
conception) probably was in his time. This 
writer even fpeaks of his own opinion of the 
pre-exiftence of Chrift (and he is the firft that 
we certainly know to have maintained it, on the 
principles on which it was generally received 
afterwards) as a doubtful one, and by no means 
a neceflary article of chriftian faith. " Jefus," 
fays hef, "may ftill be the Chrift of God, 
" thou^ I (hould not be able to prove his pre- 
" exiftence, as the fon of God who made all 
** things. For though I fhould not prove that 

• Dial. Edit. Thirlby, p. »35. f lb. p. »»s. 
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he had pre-exifted, it will be right to lay that, 
in this refpeft only, 1 have been deceived, and 
*^ not to deny that he is the Chrift, if he appears 
*^ to be a man born of men, and to have be- 
" come Chrift by eledion." This is not the 
language of a man very confident of his opi- 
nion, and who had the fanftion of the majority 
along with him. 

The reply of Trypho the Jew, with whom 
the dialogue he is writing is fuppofed to be held, 
is alfo remarkable, ihewing in what light the 
Jews will always confider any doftrine which 
makes Chrift to be more than a man. He fays. 
They who think that Jefus was a man, and, 
being chofen of God, was anointed Chrift, ap- 
pear to me to advance a more probable opi- 
nion than yours. For all of us expeft that 
" Chrift will be born a man from man (av^puv®- 
^f £| aySpa9r«) and that Elias will come to anoint 
" him. If he therefore be Chrift, he muft by all 
" means be a man born of man*." 

It is well known, and mentioned by Eu- 
lebiusf, that the unitarians in (the primitive 
church, always pretended to be the oldeft chrif- 
tians, that the apoftles themfelvcs had taught 
their doftrine, and that it generally prevailed 
till the time of Zephyrinus biftiop of Rome, but 

* Edit, Thirlby, p. 235. f Hift, p. «5». 
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that from that time it was corrupted ; and ad 
thefe antient unitarians are called Idiota (i. e« 
common and unlettered people) by TertuUian, it 
is more natural to look for antient opinions 
among them, than among the learned, who arc 
more apt to innovate. With fuch apparent un- 
faimefs does Eufebius, or a more antient writer 
whofe fentiments he adopts, treat thefe unita- 
rians, as to fay * that Theodotus, who appeared 
about the year 1 90, and who was condemned by 
Viftor the predeceffor of Zephyrinus, was the 
firfl: who held that our Saviour was a mere 
man; when in refuting their prctenfions to anti- 
quity, he goes no farther back than to Irenasus 
and Juftin Martyr; though in his own writings 
alone he might have found a refutation of his 
affertion. Epiphanius fpeaking of the fame 
Theodotus, fays that hi^ herefy was a branch 
{ancwrxaxTiut) of that of the Alogi^ which fufEci* 
cntly implies that they exifted before himf • 

The Alogi^ therefore, appear to have been 
the earlieft gentile chriftians, and Berriman fup- 
pofes them to have been a branch of the Ebi- 
onitesj. In fadt, they muft have been the fame 
among the gentiles, that the Ebionites were 
among the Jews. And it is remarkable that as 
the children of Ifracl retained the worlhip of the 

* Hift. L. V, S. 11. p. 251. f Haer. 54. Opera, vol. i> p» 461. 
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one true God all the time of Joftiua, and of 
thofe of his cotemporaries who outlived him; (b 
the generality of chriftians retained the fame 
feith, believing the ftridt unity of God, and the 
proper humanity of Chrift, all the time of the 
apoftles, and of thofe who converfed with them, 
but began to depart from that doftrinc prefently 
afterwards -, and the defedion advanced fo fs&y 
that in about one century more, the original 
doctrine was generally reprobated by the more 
learned chriftians, and deemed heretical* The 
maimer in which this corruption of the antient 
doctrine was introduced, I muft npw proceed 
to explain. 



SECTION 



opinions concerning Chriji. 2 1 



SECTION IL 

Of the firft Step that was made towards the D^- 
ificatim of Cbrift^ by the Perfonification rf the 
Logos. 

As the greateft things often take 
their rife from the fmalleft beginnings, fo the 
worft things fometimes proceed from good in- 
tentions. This was certairtljr the cafe with re- 
fpcft to the on^a of chriftian idolatry. All die 
early herefiefe afbfe from meh who wiflied well 
to the golpel, arid who meant to recommend it 
to the heithfcnS, drid efpecialiy to philofophers 
amofig th^m, whofe prejudices they found great 
difficulty ifil c6riqu^ring. Now ^t learn from 
the writings of the aj^ftlfes ihemfelves, as well 
as from the teftirtiohy of lafer writers^ that the 
circumilanC6 at if^hich mankind in getieral, and 
rfpeciaBy the mcFre phfkHfophical part of tHem 
fttfnflbled th* rttoft, was the doftrine of a H'ttcified 
Saviour4 They c6t!ld hot fubmit to becotane the 
difciples of a man wh6 had been expofed uport 
a cfofe Kkc the vileft mafefeftor. Of this ob- 
jf^<to to chrifliaflftity we fifed traces iri all thcf 
early writWs^ wha wrote fe defence of Ae gof- 
pel againft the unbelievers of their age, to the 
time of Laftanthiaj and probably it may be 

C 3 found 
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found much later. He fays*, ^^ I know that 
^^ many fly from the truth out of their abhor- 
*^ rence of the crofs." We, who only learn from 
hiftory y that crucifixion was a kind of death to 
which flaves, and the vileft of malefaftors, were 
cxpofed, can but very imperfeftly enter into their* 
prejudices, fo as to feel what they muft have 
done with refpeft to it. The idea of a man exe- 
cuted at Tyburn, without any thing to diftin- 
guifli him from other malefa(5t:ors, 13 but an ap- 
proach tp the cafe of our Saviour, 

The apoftle Paul (peaks of the crucifixion of 
Chrift as the great obftacle to the reception of 
the goipel in his time; and yet, with^rue mag- 
nanimity, he does 'not go about to palliate the 
matter, but fays to the Corinthians (fome of the 
politefl people among the Greeks, and fond of 
their philofophy) that " he was determined to 
know nothing among them but Jefus Chrift 
and him crucified:" for though this circum- 
fiance was *'to the Jews a (tumbling block, 
** and to the Greeks foolifhnefs, it was to others 
*^ the power of God and the wifdom of God/' 
I Cor. i. 23. For this circumftance at which they 
cavilled was that in which the wifdom of God 
was mod confpicuous; the death and reiurrec-f 
tion of a man, in all refpedts like themlelves, 
being better calculated to give other aiea aa 

* Epitome, Cap* li. p. 143, 
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affurance of their own refurreftion, than that of 
any fuper-angelic being, the laws of whofe na- 
ture they might think to be very different from 
thofe of their own. But ^^ as by man came deaths 
Jo by man came aljo the reJurreSlton of the dead.** 
1 Cor. XV. 21. 

Later chriftians, however, and efpecially thofe 
who were themfeives attached to the principles 
of either the oriental or the Greek philofophy, 
unhappily took another method of removing this 
obftacle; and inftead of explaining the wifdom of 
the divine difpenfations in the appointment of a 
man, a perfon in all reJpeSts like unto his brethren^ 
for the redemption of men^ and of his dying in 
the moft public and indifputable manner, as a 
foundation for the cleared proof of a real relur- 
reftion, and alfo of a painful and ignominious 
death, as aq example to his followers who might 
be expofed to the fame, &fr. iSc. they began 
to raife the dignity of the ferjm of Chrifl, that 
it might appear lefs difgraceful to be ranked 
among his difciples. To make this the eafier 
to them, two things chiefly contributed, the firft 
was the received method of interpreting the fcrip- 
tures among the learned Jews, and the fecond 
was the philofophical opinions of the heathen 
world, which, bad then begun to infeft the Jews 
themfeives. 

C 4 It 
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It has been obfervcd that after die tranfla- 

m 

tion of the Old Tcftament into Greek, which 
was done probably in the time of Ptfalcmy Phi- 
ladelphiis, kuig of Egypt, in confequence of 
which the Jewifti religion became better known 
to the Greeks, and efpecially to the philofophers 
of Alexandria, the more learned of the Jews 
had recourfe to an allegorical method of inter- 
preting what they found to be mod objcAed to 
in dieir facred writings j and by this means pre- 
tended to find in the books of Mofes, and the 
prophets, all the great principles of the Greek 
philofophy, and efpecially that of Plato, which 
at that time was moft in vogue*. In this me- 
thod of interpreting fcripture^ Phik>, a learned 
Jew of Alexandria, ^far excelled all who had 
gone before lum ; but the chriftians of that city, 
who were themfelves deeply tindured with the 
principles of the fame philofophy, efpecially 
Clemens Alexandrinus, and Origen, who both 
believed the pre-exiflence of fouls, and the other 
diftinguifhing tenets of Platonifm, foon followed 
his fleps in the interpretation of both the Old 
and the New Tefbment. 

One method of allegorizing, which took its 
rife in the Eaft, was the perfbnification of things 
without life, of which we have many beautiful 
examples, in the books of fcriptui-e, as of wtfd$m 

* Platonlime Deroil^, p. 246. 
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by Solomon, o( the dead by Ezckicl, and oi ftn 
and death by the apoftle Paul Another method 
of allegorizing was finding out refemblances in 
things that bore fome relation to each other, and 
then reprefcnting them as types and antitypes to 
each other. The apoftle Paul, efpecially if he be 
the author of the epiftle to the Hebrews, has 
^ ftraincd very much, by the force of imagination, 
to reconcile the Jews to the chriftian religion, by 
pointing out the analogies which he imagined the 
rites and ceremonies of the Jewifh religion bore 
to fomething in chriftianity, Clemens Rdmanus^ 
but more efpecially Barnabas, pufhed this me- 
thod of allegorizing ftill farther. But the Fathers 
who foUoweji. themy by employing both the me- 
thods, and mixing their own philofophy with 
chriftianity, at length converted an innoceitf al- 
legory into what was little better than pagan 
idolatry. 

It had long been the received doftrine of the 
Eaft, and had gradually fpread into the weftern 
parts of the world, that befides the fupreme 
divine mind, which had exifted without cauic 
from all eternity, there were other iiltelligencesi 
of a kfs perfe£t nature, which had been produced 
by way of emanation from the great original 
mind, and that other intelligences, lefs and lefs 
perfeft, had, in like manner, proceeded from 
them : in ihort, that all (pints, whether daemons, 
or the fouls of men, were of this divine origin. 

It 
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It was fuppofcd by fome of them that even matter 
itfclf, which they confidered as the fource of all 
evil, had, in this intermediate manner, derived 
its exiftence from the deity, though others fup- 
poied matter to have been eternal and felf- 
cxiftent. For it was a maxim with them all, 
that ^^ nothing could be created out of nothing." 
In this manner they thought the;^ could beft ac- 
count for the origin of evil, without fuppofing it 
to be the immediate produAion of a good being, 
which the original divine mind was always fup* 
pofed by them to be. 

In order to exalt their idea of Jefus Chrift, it 
being then a feceived opinion among the philo- 
fophfcrs that all fouls had pre-exifted, they con- 
ceived his foul, not to have been that of a com- 
mon man (which were generally fuppofcd to 
have been the produftion of inferior beings) but 
a principal emanation from the divine mind itiel^ 
and that an intelligence of fo high a rank either 
animated the body of Jefus from the beginnings 
or entered into him at his baptifm. There was, 
however^ a great diverfity of opinion on this fub- 
jeft ; and indeed there was room enough for it, 
in a fyftem which was not founded on any obfer- 
varion, but was the mere creature of fancy. But 
all thefe philofophizing chriftians had the fame 
general objeft, which was to make the religion 
of Chrift more reputable, by adding to the dignity 
of our Lord's perfbn. 

Thus, 
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Thus, according to Lardncr*, Cerinthiis, one 
of the firft of thefe philofophizing chriftians^ 
taught that there was one fupreme God, but that 
the world was not made by him, but by angels ; 
that Jefus was a man bom of Jofeph and Mary» , 
and that at his baptifm the Holy Spirit, or the 
Chrift, defcended upon him 5 that Jefiis died and 
rofe again, but that the Chrift was impaflible. 
On the. other hand, Marcion held that Chrift 
was not bom at all, but that the fon of God took 
the exterior form of man, without being bom> 
or gradually growing up to a proper fize, and 
(hewed himfelf at once in Galilee, a man full 
grown f. All the heretics, however, of this clafs, 
whofe philofophy was more prop^ly that of the 
Eaft, thought it was unworthy of fo exalted a 
perfon as the proper Chrift to be truly a mant 
and moft of them thought he had no real flefh, 
but only the appearance of it, and what was in-* 
capable of feeling pain, &c« 

Thefe opinions the apofUes and efpecially 
John had heard of) and he rejected them, as wc 
have feen, with the greateft indignation* How- 
ever, this did not put a ftop to the evil, thofe 
philofophizing chriftians either having ingenuity 
enough to evade thofe ccnfures, by pretending it 
was not their opinions, but others fomewhat dif- 
ferent from theirs, that properly fell under them ; 

• mftory of Heretics, p. 1 50. f Ibid. p. »»7. 
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er new opinions really different from them, but 
derived in &ft from the fame fource, and having 
the fame evil tendency, rifing up in the place of 
of them : for they were all calculated to give 
more dignity, as they imagined, to the perfon of 
their mafter. The mod remarkable change in 
thefe opinions was that, whereas [the earlieft of 
thefe philofophizing chriftians fuppofed, in ge- 
neral, that the world was made by fon^ fuperior 
intelligence of no benevolent nature, and that the 
Jewifli religion was prefcribed by the fami bet- 
ing. Or one very much refembling him, and that 
Chrift was fent to reftify the imperfeftions of 
both fyftemsj thofe who fuccecded them, and 
nrhofe fuccefs;>at length gave them the title of br- 
thodox, corrupted the genuine chriftian prin- 
ciple no lefs, by fuppofing that Chrift was the 
being who, under God, was himfelf the m^tker 
of the world, and the medium of all the divine 
communications to man, and therefore the author 
of the Jewifli religion. 

As Plato had travelled into the Eaft, it is 
probable that he there learned the dodtrine of 
divine emanations, and got his ideas of the origin 
of this vifible fyftem. But he fometimes expreflcs 
himfelf fo temperately on the fubjeft, that he 
feems to have only allegorized what is trtie with 
rcfpeft to it j fpeaking of the divine mind as hav- 
ing exifted from eternity, but having within itfelf 
ideas or archetypes of whatever was to exift with- 
out 
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out it, and faying that the immediate feat of thefe 
ideas, or the intelligence which he ftiled w^y and 
vrhich Philo termed Logos^ was that from which 
the vifibk creation imnrjcdiately fprung. How- 
ever, it. was to this principle in the divine mind, 
CKP this Being derived from it, that Plato, ac- 
cording to Laftantius *, gave the name of a/econd 
Cod^ faying, *^ the Lord and maker of the uni- 
*^ verfe, whom we juftly call God, made a fecond 
^' God vifible and fenfible^^' 

By jthis means, however, it was, that this 
lj9goSi originally an attrilntie of the divine mind 
iticlf, came to be reprefented, firft by the philo- 
fbphers, and then by philofoj^izing chriftians, as 
On intelligent principle^ or beings diftinft from God, 
though an emanation from him. This do6hirie 
was but too convenient for thofe who wifhed to 
recommend the religion of Chrift. Accorcfingly, 
tiiey immediately fixed upon this Logos as the 
intelligence which was in fome inexplicable man- 
ner united to his foul, and by the help of the alle« 
gorical method of interpreting the fcriptures, to 
which tiiey had been fufficiendy accuftomed;^ 
d^ eafily found authorities there for dieir 
opinions. 

Thus, fince we read in the book of Pfalms, 
that ty the word of the Lord (whicb^ in the tranf- 

• Epitome^ ^ap. xliif p« iQ^t 
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lation of the Seventy, is the Logos) the Heavem 
were madcy (^c. they concluded that this Logos wa» 
Chrifl, and therefore that, under God, he ivas the 
maker of the world. They alfo applied to hirti 
what Solomon fays of wtjdomy in the book of 
Proverbs, as having been in the beginning wkb 
Gody and employed by him in making the worlds 
But there is one particular paffage in the book 
of Plalms, in which they imagined that the ori- 
gin of the Logosy by way of emanation from the 
divine mind, is mod clearly exprcffed, which is 
what we render, My heart is inditing a good matter. 
Pfalm xlv. I, this matter being Logos in the Se- 
venty, and the verb EpBvyofAiv®' throwing out being 
made ufe of, they render it. My heart throws out 
the Logos. Nothing can appear to us more un- 
grounded than this fupofition, and yet we find it 
in all the writers who treat of the divinity of 
Chrift: for feveral centuries in ecclefiaftical hif- 
tory. After this we cannot wonder at their being 
at no lofs for proofs of their do&rine in any part 
of fcripture. 

But Philo the Jew went before the chrifHans 
in . the perfonification of the Logos y and in this 
mode of interpreting what is faid of it in the Old 
Teftament, For he calls this divine word ajecond 
Gody and fometimes attributes the creation of the 
world to this fecond God, thinking it below the 
majefty of the great God himfelf. He alfo calls 
this perfonified attribute of God his 'arpo7oyov®-, or 

his 
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his jfirji homyznd, the image of God. He fays that 
he is neither unbegotten, like God, nor begotten, 
as we arfij but the middle between the two ex- 
tremes *• We alfo find that the Chaldee' para- 
phrafts of the Old Teftament often render the 
word of God, as if it was a being diftinft fi-om 
God, or fome angel who bore the name of God, 
and aded by deputation from him. So, how- 
ever, it hath been interpreted, though with 
them it might be no more than an idiom of 
ipeech. 

The chriftian philofophers having once got 
the ideajthat the Logos might be interpreted of 
Chrift, proceeded to explain what John fays of 
the Logos in the introduftion of his gofpel to 
mean the fame perfon, in direA oppofition to 
what he really meant, which was that the Logos, 
by which all things were made, was not a being 
diftinA from God, but God himfel^ being his 
attribute, his wifdom and power, dwelling in 
Chrift, fpeaking and afting by him. Accord- 
ingly we find fome of the earfier unitarians charg- 
ing thofe who were called orthodox with an in- 
novation in their interpretation of the term 
Legos. " But thou wilt tell me fomething 
*^ ftrange, in faying that the Logos is the Son," 
mppolytus contra Neotum, quoted by Beaufobre f,- 

* See Platonifme Devoile^ p. 105, and Le Clerc*s commea*' 
tary on the introduction to the firft chapter of John. 

f Hifioire de Mamcheifme, vol. i. p. 54.o» 

Wc 
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We 6nd nothing like drvinity afcribed to Chrift 
before Juftin Martyr, who from being a philo- 
fopher became a chriftian, but always retained 
the peculiar habit of his former profeffion. As to 
Clemens Romanus, who was cotemporary with 
the apoftles, when he is fpeaking in the higheft 
terms concerning Chrift, he only calls him tbi 
Jcepter of the majejiy of God*. Whether Juftin 
Martyr was the very firft who ftarted the notion 
of Chrift being the Logos of the Father, is not 
certain, but we are not able to trace it airjT 
higher f. We find it, indeed, briefly nrieritioned 
in the Shepherd of Hermas^ but though this is 
fuppofed by fome to be the Hermas mentioned 
by Paul, and to have been written towards the 
end of the firft century, others fuppofe this to be 
the work of one Hermes, brother of Pius, bUhop 
of Rome, and to have been written about the year 
1 4 1 , or perhaps later ; and as this work contains 
fuch a pretenfion to vifions and revelations, as is 
unworthy of the Hermas mentioned by Paul, I 
cannot help being of this opinion. He fays J, 
having feen an old rock and a new gate, they 
reprefent the fon of God, who was more an- 
** tient than any creature, fp as to be prefent with 

* Epiftle, Se6lion xvu 

f It has been fhewn by Mr. Lindfay, in his Second Addrefs 
to ibe Students of Oxford and Cambridge y that Juftin Martyr con- 
iidered himfelf as the firft who advanced the opinion of Chrift be- 
ing tte Logos, and therefore properly divine^ 

X Lib. iii. Sim. ix. S. xii. p» iX5. 
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*^ the Father at the creation," " ad condendam 
^^ creatwram^^ The book was written in Greek, 
but we have only a Latin verlion of it. 

JufHn Martyr beiTig a philofopher, and writ- 
ing an apology for chriftianity to a philofophical 
Roman emperor, would naturally wifh to re- 
prelent it in what would appear to him, and 
ocher philofophers, in the moil: favourable light ; 
and this difpofition appears by feveral circum- 
dances. Thus he reprefents virtuous men, in all 
preceding ages, as being in a certain fcnfe chrif- 
tians ; and apologizing for calling Chrifl: the Jon 
rf God he fays*, that *^ this cannot be new to 
them who fpeak of Jupiter as having fons, and 
efpecially of Mercury, as his interpreter, and 
*' the inflxu£tor of all n)tn," {urrv tfpnfckK^ mm 
mafiuv iiiaenuo^.) On the fame {viye& he iaysf, 
*' If Chrift be a mere man, yet he dderves to be 
^' called the fon of God, 00 jccoant of his wtf- 
dom ; 2Zid the hrarhrm called God (L c Ji»- 
piter) rse farhrr of Gods ssd men ; and H, in 
an exnacrcranr nsamer, he he tnc Isgss of 
'^ God, ±21 ^ ojBocaJL -mTCL duxe who caB Mer- 
'^ cury the Lg^ iisa: ^erj^ppn -iut viS of Gi)d," 

[yJOytHf TOT 
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With this di^imoft o rssue hts tcfigioo ap* 
pear in the 1110& rrtoerr^ibk fig^ to ^ hca* 

• ApoL i, Ed. TMrffay, ^ jj, f P. j j. 

D thens. 
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thcns, and having himfclf profdTed the doftrinfe 
of Plato, can it be thought extraordinary, that he 
eagerly catched at the do£trine of the L$goSy ¥^hich 
he found ready fornied to his hands in the works 
of Philo, and that he introduced it into the chris- 
tian fyftem J that Irenaeus, who was alfo educated 
among the philofophers, about the fanae time, did 
the fame thing ; or that others, who were them- 
feives fufficiently pre-difpofed to aft the ianrac 
part, Ihould follow their example ? 

That the dodtrine of the feparate divinity 
of Chrift was at firft nothing more than a 
perfonification of a divine attribute, or of that 
wifdom and power by which God made the 
world, is evident from the manner in which the 
earheft writers who treat of the fubjeft men- 
tion it. Juftin Martyr, who was the firft who 
undertook to prove that Chrift was the medium 
of the divine difpenfations in the Old Teftament, 
as * that, " he was the peribn fometimes called 
^^ zn Angelj and fometinies Gody and Lordyznd 
** that he was the man who fometimes appeared 
" to Abraham and Jacob, and he that Ipake to 
" Mofes ifrom the fiery bufh," does it, as we 
have feen above, with a confidcrable degree df 
diffidence ^ faying that, " if he (hould not be able 
** to prove his pre-exiftence, it would not there- 
^^ fore follow that he was not the Chrift." And 

•Dial. Ed,Thirlby,p.a63. 

as 
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as new opinions do not readily lay firm hold on 
the mind^ forms of eKpreffion adapted to pre- 
ceding opinions, will now and then occur, and 
as good fenfe will, in all cafes, often get the bet- 
ter of imagination^ we fometimes find thefe early 
writers drop the pcrfonification of the Logos^ and 
ipeak of it as die mere attribute of God. 

Thus Theophilus, who was cotemporary with 
JulUn, though a later writer, fays *, that when 
God faid Let us . make many he fpake to nothing 
but his own Logos, or wifdom ; and according to 
Origen, Chrift was the eternal reafbn, or wifdom 
of God. He fays f , that, '* by the fecond God, 
we mean only a virtue" (or perhaps power) 
*^ which comprehends all other virtues, or a 
** reafon which comprehends all other reafbns, 
** and that this reafon (xoy^) is particularly 
<* attached to the foul of Chrifl." Alfo explain- 
ing John i. 3, he fays, *' God can do nothing 
without reafon (Trapa }ayw) i. e. without himfelf 

Athcnagoras, who wrote in the fecond cen- 
tury, calls Cbrifl§, the firfi: produftion (yem/M} of 
the Father ; but fays he was not always a6hially 
pfx>duced, (ymfmov) for that from the beginning 
God, being an eternal mind, had reafon (Aoy©-) in 
himfelf, being from eternity rational (^^«»®"). 

* Ad. Aut. Lib. ii. p. 114. f Coatra Celfuiiiy Lib. r. p. 259. 
X Ibid. p. £47* § Apol. p. 83. 

D 2 Tatiaij^ 
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Tatian» who was alfo his cotemporary, gives 
us a fuller account of this matter. He fays *, 
when he (that is, God) pleafed, the word 
(Logos) (lowed from his fimple eflence ; and 
** this word not being produced in vain, became 
the firft begotten work of his fpirit. This wc 
*' know to be the origin of the word : but it wa« 
'* produced by divifion, not hj feparatiortj for that 
^^ which is divided {infia^v) does not diminifh 
*' that from which it derives its power. For ais 
many torches may be lighted from one, and 
yet the light of the firft torch is not diminifhed, 
fo the word (Logos) proceeding from the power 
*' of the Father, does not leave the Father void 
•* of Logos. Alfo, if I fpeak and you hear me, I 
'* am not void of fpeech (Logos) on account of 
" my fpeech (Logos) going to you." 

If Irenaeus had this idea of the generation of 
the Logos^ as no doubt he had, it is no wonder 
that he fpeaks of it as a thing of fo wonderful a 
nature. " If any one," fays he, " f aflcs us, how 
is the Son produced from the Father, we tell 
him that whether it be called generation^ nun- 
'* cupationy or adapertion, or by whatever other 
'^ name this ineffable generation be called, no one 
*^ knows it; neither Valentinus, nor Marcion, nor 
*' Saturninus, hor Bafilides, nor Angels, nor Arch- 
" angels, nor Principalities, nor Powers i but only 

* Contra Grecos, p. 145. f Lib. x. Cap. xlriii. p. uf6. 
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** the Father who begat, and the Son who is be* 
*' gotten/' 

TertulHan, whofe orthodoxy in this refped 
was never queftioned, does not feem, however, 
to have any difficulty in conceiving how this bu- 
lihefs was, but writes in fuch a manner, as if he 
had been let into the whole fecret 5 and we fee in 
him the wretched expedients to which the ortho- 
dox of that age had recourfe, in order to convert 
a mere attribute into a real perfon. For it muft 
beunderftood that when the doftrine of the divi- 
nity of Chrift was firft ftarted, it was not pre- 
tended, except by Irenaeus in the paffage above 
quoted (who was writing againfl: perfons who 
pretended to more knowledge of this myfterious 
bnfinefs than himfelf ) that there was any thing 
unintelligible in it, or diat could not be explained. 
Eveiy thing, indeed, in that age was called a 
myftery that was xtiputtA/acred^ and the knowledge 
of which was confined to a few j but the idea of 
unintelligibky or inexplicable^ was not then affixed 
to the word myftery. The heathen myfteries, 
from which the chriftians borrowed the term, 
were things perfedlly well known, and underftood 
by thofe who were initiated, though concealed 
from the vulgar. 

" Before all things/' fays this writer*, " God 
*^ was- alone J but not abfolutely alone^ for he 

* Ad. Piaxeam, Cap. v. p. 50a. 

D 3 "had 
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*' had with him his own reafon^ fincc God is a 
'' rational being. This rcafon the Greeks called 
*' Logosj which word we now rtnditr fermo. And 
'* that you may more eafily underftand this from 
"^^ yourfclf, confider that you, who are made ii;i 
" the image of God, have reafon within yourfelt 
*' When you filently confider with yourfdf, it is 
*' by means of reafon that you do it *." 

On this dating of the cafe, it was natural to 
objeft, that the reafon of a man can never be con- 
verted into zfubfiancej fo as to conftitute a think* 
ing being, dillindt from the man himfelf. But» 
he lays, that though this is the cafe with refpcdt 
to man, yet nothing can proceed from God but 
what is fubftantial, " You will fay," fays he f > 
but what is/peecb befides a word or found, fomc- 
thing unfubftantial and incorporeal. But I fay 
that nothing unfubftantial and incorporeal can 
proceed from God, becaufe it does not pro- 
*' ceed from what is itfelf unfubftantial ; nor can 
that want fubftance, which proceeds from {o 
great a fubftance J. 
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• Ante omnia Deus erat folus. Ceterum ne tunc quidein folus; 
habebat, enini« fecum, rationem fuam. Rationaiis enim Deus. 
Hanc Graeci Aoyov dicunt, quo vocabulo ctiam fermonem appelJa- 
mus. Idque, quo faciJius intelligas ex teipfo, ante rccognofce et 
ex imagine ct fmiilitudine dei, quum habeas et tu in temetipfo rati- 
onem, qui es animal rationale.^ — Vide quum tacitus tecum ipfe 
congrederis, ratione hoc ipfum agi intra te, &c. 

t Ibid. Cap. vii. p. 503. 

X Quid eft enim dices pernio nifi ^vox^ tt fonus oris. Vacuijm 
nefcio quid, et inane, tt incOrporale. At ego nihil dico de dec 
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Having, in this manner (lame enough to be 
fure) got over the great difficulty of the conver- 
(ion of a mere attribute into a fubftancey and a 
thinking fubftance too, this writer proceeds to 
aJcertain the time when this converfion took 
place ; and he, together with all the early Fa- 
thers, fays that it was at the very inftant of the 
creation. " Then," fays he*, "did this fpeech 
" afTume its form and dre/Sy its Jound and voice^ 
*^ when God faid. Let there be Hght. This is the 
perfedk nativity of the wordy when it proceeded 
frvm God. From this tinne making him equal 
to himlclf"'('^y which phrafe, however, we 
are only to underftand like himfelf) " from which 
" proceffion he became his fon, his firft born, 
*' and only begotten, begotten before all things f. 

This method of explaining the origin of the 
perfonality of the Logos continued to the council 
of Nice, and even afterwards. For Laftantius, 
who was tutor to the fon of Conftantine, gives 
us the fame account of this bufinefs, with fomc 
little variation, teaching us to diftinguifh the fon 
of God from the angels, whom he likewife con- 
ceived to be emanations from the divine mind. 

inane et vacuum prodire potuifle^ ut non de man! et vacuo pro- 
latum, nee carere fubftantla^ quod de tanta fubftantia proceilit, &c« 

t Ibid. 

* Tunc ipfe fermo fpeciem et omatiim fuum fumft^ fonum et 
vocem, quum dicit Deusjiat lux. Haec eft nativitas perfe6la fer- 
moai9> dum ex deo procedit. Exinde eum parem fibi faciens> d« 

qut 
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" How," fays he*, « did he beget him V' (that 
is Chrift) " The facrcd fcriptures inform us that 
the fon of God is xht/ermo^ or ratio (the fpeech 
or reafon) of God, alfo that the other angels 
are the breath of God/piritus dei. But/ermo 
(fpeech) is breath emitted, together with a *i;fl/^^, 
expreflive of fomething; and becaufe j^^^^j& 
and breathing proceed from different parts^ 
'' there is a great difference between the fon of 
*' God, and the other angels. For they are mere 
^'Jilent breathings (fpiritus taciti) becaufe they 
*^ were created not to teach the knowledge of 
" God, but for /ervice (ad miniftrandum). But 
*' he being. alfo d, breathing (fpiritus) yet pro- 
" ceeding from the mouth of God with a voice 
*' and found, is the wvrdi for this reafon, becaufe 
*' he was to .be a teacher of the knowledge of 
*' God, &c.'* He therefore calls him fpiritus 
vocalis. Then, in order to account for our 
breathings not producing fimilar fpirits, he fays, 
that "our breathings are dijhluble, becaufe we 
are mortal, but the breathings of God are per- 
manent ; they live and feel, becaufe he is im- 
mortal, the giver of fenfe and life." 
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All thp early Fathers fpeak of Chrifl as not 
having exifled always, except as reafon exifls in 

quo procedendo filius fadiis eft primo genitusy et ante omnia gc- 
mitu8> et unigenkus^ et folus deo genitu«« 

* Inft. lib. iv. Sec. vjii. p« 371. 

man 
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nnan (viz.) an attribute of the deity; and for this 
reafon they fpeak of the Father as not being a 
Father always, but only from the time that he 
made the world. " Before any thing was made," 
fays Theophilus *, God had the " Logos for his 
*' council ; being his wg or ^^ovn<7<j (reafon or «»- 
*' derjianding) but when he proceeded to pro- 
•' duce what he had determined upon, he then 
** emitted the Logos^ the firft born of every crea- 
ture, not emptying himfelf of Logos (reafon) 
but ?wjyoy yrnntra^ (begetting reafon) and alwayift 
converfing with his own Logos'' (reafon). 



C€ 



Juftin Martyr alfo gives the fame explanation 
of the emiflion of the Logos from God, without 
depriving himfelf of reafon, and he illuftrates it 
by what we obferve in ourfelves. For " in ut- 
*^ tering any word," he fays j-, we beget a word 
(JLogos) not taking any thing from ourfelves, 
fo as to be leflened by it, but as we fee one fire 
produced from another. 

Clemens Alexandrinus calls the Father alone 
without beginning (ovapx^) ^"^ immediately after 
he charafterizes the Sony as the beginningy and 

iHxC firft fruits of things (apx^^^ asra^Xwrwy ovJojv) 

from whom we mufl learn the Father of all, the 
mofl ancient and beneficent of beings J. Ter- 
tuUian exprefsly fays that " God was not always 

• Ad Autolycum, Lib. ii . p. 129. t Edit. Thirlby, p. »66. 
X Strom. Lib. yii. Openi> p. 700. 

" a father. 
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" a father, or a judge, fmce he could not be a 
*' father before he had a fon, nor a judge before 
** fin^ and there was a time when both:^ and 
th): fim (which made God to be a judge and a 
*^ father) were not*. 

This language was held at the time of the 
council of Nice, for Ladtantius faysf, "Godi 
" before he undertook the making of the world, 
'^ produced a holy and incorruptible fpirit, which 
•* he might call his Son j and afterwards he by* 
^* him created innumerable other Ipirits, whom 
" he calls angels.*^ The church, fays Hilary J, 
knows one unbegotten God, and one only 
begotten Son of God. It acknowledges the 
•' Father to be without origin, and it acknow- 
ledges the origin of the Son from eternity, not 
himfelf without beginning, but from him who 
is without beginning {ab ininitiabili).^' It is 
not impoffible that Hilary might have an idea 
'^ of the eternal generation of the Son, though 
" the Fathers before the council of Nice had no 
fuch idea. For the Platonifts in general thought 
that the creation was from eternity, there never 
having been any time in which the divine Being 
did not aft. But, in general, by the phrafe/r^wi 
etirnityy and before all time^ &c. the ancient chrif- 
tian writers feem to have meant any period be- 
fore the creation of the world. 

• Ad Hermogencm, Cap. iii. p. 234- t Inft. Lib. iv. p. 364. 

X l>t Tniutati> lib. ir. 

Confiftently 
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Confiftendy with this rcprcfentation, but yery 
inconfiftcntly with the modern do6trine of the 
'ifrinity, the Fathers fuppofed the fon of God 
to* have been begotten voluntarily fa that it 
depended upon the Father himfelf whether he 
would have a fon or not. ** I will produce you 
•* another teftimony from the fcriptures," lays 
Juftin Martyr*, " that in the beginning, before 
all the creatures, God begat from himfelf a cer- 
tain reafonable power (3Wa^v hoywn^) who by 
the fpirit is fometimes called the glory of God^ 
fometimes God^ fometimes the Lord^ and Logos^ 
** becaufe he is fubfervicnt to his Father's wiU, 
^ and was begotten at his Father's pleafure.** 

Novatius faysf, " God the Father is there- 
•* fore the maker and creator of all things, who 
•* alone hath no origin, invifible, immenfe, im- 
*' mortal, and eternal, the one God, to whofe 
greatncis and majefly nothing can be com- 
pared, from whom, when he himfelf pleafed, 
the word {Sermo) was born/' Eufebius, quoted 
by Dr. Clarke J, fays, though light does not 
fliine at the will of the luminous body from the 
necefTary property of its nature; the Son became 
the image of his Father from his will and choice; 
for God at his pleafure (&A>i^fif) became the Fa- 
ther of the Son. 

• Edit. TWrlby, p. 266. f ^e Trinitate, Cap. x. p. 3i« 

X Ibid, p. 252. 

The 
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The Fathers of the council of Sirmium* 
fay, " if any fay that the Son was not begotten 
at the will of the Father, let him be an an^f 
thema. For the Father did not beget the STon 
by a phyfical neceffity of nature, without the 
operation of his will, but he at once willed, 
** and begat the Son, and produced him from 
** himfelf, without all time, and without fuffering 
*' any diminution from himfelf." Hilary men- 
tions his approbation of this fentiment, but we 
Ihall fee that Auftin corre6b him for it. A 
ftrong paffage in favour of the voluntary pro- 
duftion of the fon of God may alfo be feen 
quoted from Gregory Nyffen, by Dr. Clarke, in 
die place* above referred to* 

* Clarke on the Trlnityj p. 25a. 
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SECTION III. 

^at Supremacy was ah*} ays ajcrihed to the Father 

before the Council of Nice. 

VV E find on all occafions the early 
chriftian writers fpeak of the Father as fuperior 
to the Son, and in gerieral ^ they give him the 
title of God^ as diftinguifhed Ifrom the $on ; and 
fometimes they exprefsly call him, exclufively of 
the Son, the only true God-, a phrafeology which 
does not at all accord with the idea of the 
perfeft equality of all the perfons in the Trinity, 
But it might well be expefted, that the advances 
to the prefent doctrine of the Trinity (hould be 
gradual and flow. It was, indeed, fome centu-* 
ries before it was completely formed. 

It is not a little amufing to obferve how the 
Fathers of the fecond, third, and fourth centu- 
ries were embarrafled with the heathens on the 
one hand, to whom they wiflied to recommend 
their religion, by exalting the perfon of its 
founder, and with tb^ antient Jewifli and Gentile 
converts (whofe, jtf^udioes againft polytheifm, 
they alfo wiBied to guard againft) on the other. 
Willing tp'xoilciliate the one, and yet not to 
offend the :dther, they are particularly careful at 

^* the 
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the fame time that they give the appellation of 
God to Jefus Chrift, to diftinguifh between him 
and the Father, giving a decided fuperiority to 
the latter. Of this I think it may be worth 
while to . produce a number of examples, from 
the time that the doftrme of the divinity of 
Chrift was firft ftarted, to the time of the coun- 
cil of Nice J for till that time, and even fome- 
thing later, did this language continue to be 
tifcd. Clemens Romanus never calls Chrift, 
God. He fays*, ** Have we not all one God, 
** and one Chrift, and one fpirit of grace poured 
** upon us all ?" which is exaftly the languagie 
of the 2qx>ftle Paul, with whom he was in part 
cotemporary. 

Juftin Martyr, who is the firft that we can 
find to have advanced the doftrine of the di- 
vinity of Chrift, laysf , " He who appeared to 
*' Abraham^ and to Ifaac, and to Jacob, was 
** fubordinate to the Father, and minifter to his 
*« will" He even faysj, that « the Father is 
'^ the author to him both of his exiftence, and of 
** his being powerful, and of his being Lord 
^* and God.'* 

*^ All the evangelifts," iays Irenaeus §, have 
delivered to us " the do6trine of one God, and 

• Stft^ xlvi. t P. *79. t Edit. Thirlby, p. »8i. 
4 Ub. ill. Cip. i. p. 199. 

" one 
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*' one Chrift the fun of God;*' and invoking die 
Fadier* he calls him the only God; and accord- 
ing to feveral of the nwft confiderable of the 
early chrifiian writers, a common epithet by 
which the Father is,di{lingui(hed from the Son, 
is that he alone is (oi/IoSe®-) or God himfelf. 

Origcn, quoted by Dr. Clarke f, fays, " to 
them who chaise us that we believe two 
Gods, we muft reply, that he who is God of 
himfelf (ai/1o$e®-) is the God {0 i&c®-) for which 
*' reafon our Saviour fays, in his prayer to the 
** Father, that they may know thee the only true 
** God. But whatever is God beQdcs him who 
is fo of himjelf^ being God only by a com- 
munication of his divinity, cannot fo pro- 
perly be called (0 ^o®-) the , God^ but rather 
(^®-) God/' The fame obfervation had be- 
fore been made by Clemens Alexandrinus, who 
alfo calls the Son a creature^ and the work tf 
GodX. Origen alfo fays, " According to our 
*^ doftrine, the God and Father of all is not 
" alone great : for he has communicated of his 
" greatnefs to the firft begotten of all the crea- 
tion, \nB^fSi^^K{d VCUms Kliat6)^)^0 
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Novatius lays |I, that ^ the Sabellians make 
^' too much of the divinity of the Son, when 
" they fay it is that of the Father, extending his 

* Lib, ili. Cap. tI. fib. p. 5. | Sandii. Nucleus Hift. Eccl. p. 94. 
^ Contra. Celfum^ Lib, vi. p. 323, y Cap* xxiii. 

" honour 
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" honour beyond bounds. They dare to niake 
" him not the Son, but God the Father himfelf. 
'^ And again, they acknowledge the divinity of 
" Chrift in too boundlels and unreftrained a man- 
" ner" (efFrenatius et efFufius in Chrifto divinita- 
tem confiteri). The fame writer alfo fays*> " The 
** Son to whom divinity is communicated is, in- 
" deed, God i but God the Father of all is de- 
**fervedly God of allj and the origin (princi- 
*' pium) of his Son, whom he begat Lord.** 



Arnobius fays f, " Chrift, a God, under the 
** form of a man, fpeaking by the order of the 
** principal .God. Again J, then, at length, did 
" God Almighty, the only God, fend Chrift.*' 

Such language as this was held till the time 
of the council of Nice. Alexander, who is very 
fevere upon Eufebius bifliop of Nicomedia, who 
was charged with favouring Arianifm, fays; in 
his circular letter to the bifhops, " the Son is 
*' of a middle nature between the firft caufe of 
" all things, and the creatures, which were crea- 
" ted out of nothing §.'* Athanafius himfelfi as 
quoted by Dr. Clarke t|, fays, " the nature of 
" God is the caufe both of the Son, and of the 
" Holy Spirit, and of all creatures." He alfo 
faysf, "There is- but one God, becaufe the 

* Cap. XXXI. t Ad. Gentes, Lib. ii. p. 50. J P. 57. 
^ Theodorlt) Lib. i. Cap. iv. p. 17. || P. 276. f[ P. 222. 

" Father 
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*^ Father is but one, yet is the fon alfo God, having 
*' fuch a fanienefs as that of a Son to a Father." 



Laftantiys fays *, " Chrifl: taught that there 
*^ is one God, and that he alone ought to be 
*' worfliipped ; neither did he ever call himfelf 
*^ God, becaufe he would not have been true to 

his trufl:, if being fent to take away gods (that 

is, a multiplicity of gods) and to aflert one, he 
*^ had introduced another befides that one. Be- 
'^ caufe he aflTumed nothing at all to hinnfelf, he 
'^ received the dignity of perpetual priefl:, the 

honour of fovereign king, the power of a 

judge, and the name of God." 
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Hilary, who wrote twelve books on the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, after the council of Nice, to 
prove that the Father himfelf is the only felf e^^- 
ifl:ing God, and in a proper fenfe the only true 
God (quod folus innafcibilis, et quod folus verus 
fit) after alleging a paflage from the prophet 
Ifaiah, quotes in fupport of it the faying of our Sa- 
viour. This is life eternal^ that they might know thee 
the only true God, and Jefus Chriji whom thou haft 
Jent f . Much more might be alleged from this 
writer to the fame purpofe, 

Laflily, Epiphanius fays J, " who is there who 
" does not affert that there is only one God, the 

* Inftitutionum, lib. iv. c. xiii. f Dc Trinitate, lib. iv. p. 56. 
X H»r. Ivii. Opera, vol. 1. p. 483. 

E *^ Father 
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" Father Almighty, from whom his only begot- 
" ten Son truly proceeded. 

Indeed, that the Fathers of the council of 
Nice could not mdan that the Son was ftridtly 
fpeaking equal to the Father, is evident from 
their calling him God of Godj which in that age 
was oppofed to God of him/elf [aJlo^z®-) that is, 
Jelf exiftent or independent i which was always uh- 
derftood to be the prerogative of the Father. 
It is remarkable that when the writers of that 
age fpake of Chrift as exifiingfrom eternity y they 
did not therefore fuppofe that he was properly 
Jelf exifient. Thus Alexander bifhop of Alex- 
andria fays*, " we believe that the fon was always 
'* from the Father j but let no one by the word 
*' always be led to imagine him Jelf exiftent 
*« (aycmfl®-) for neither the term'a;^^, nor always^ 
^* nor before all ages, mean the fame thing ^sjelf 
** exijient (aygwifl®-)." 

On thefe principles the primitive Fathers had 
no difficulty in the interpretation of that faying 
of our Lord, My Father is greater than L They 
never thought of faying, that he was equal to the 
Father with refpeSl to his divinity ^ though inferior 
With reJpeSi to his humanity j which is the only 
fenfe of the paflage that the doftrine of the Tri- 
njty in its prefent ftate admits of. For they 

* Thepdoxiti lib. i. cap. Iv. p. 19. 

thought 
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thought that the fon was in all refpedbs, and in his 
i^hole perfon inferior to his Father, as having de^ 
rived his being from him. 

TertuUian had this idea of the paflage whea 
he faid*, *^ the Father is all fubftance, but the 
*^ Son is a derivation from him, and a part, as he 
*' himfelf declares, the Father is greater than /." 
It is alfo remarkable, as Mr. Whifton obferves, 
that the antient Fathers, both Greek and Latin, 
never interpret Phil. ii. 7, to mean an equality 
of the Son to the Father f. Novatius fays, ** he 
** therefore, though he was in the form of God, 
*' did not make himfelf equal to God (non eft 
rapinam arbitratus equalem fe deo efle) for 
though he remembered he was God^ of God the 
*^ Father, he never compared lumfelf to God the 
" Father, being mindfril that he was of his Fa- 
** ther, and that he had this becaufe his Father 
*^ gave it him J." 

It alfo deferves to be noticed, that notwith- 
ftanding the fuppofed derivation of the fon bom 
the Father, and therefore their being oithe/amefub^ 
ftancey moft of the early chriftian writers thought 
the text / and my Father are one^ was to be under- 
ftood of an unity or harmony of dijpojition only. 
Thus Tertullian § obferves, that the expreffion is 
unum, one thing, not one perfon ; and he explains it 

• Ad Praxeaniy fee. ix. p. 504. t Colkaions, p. 109. 
X Cap. xYii. p. S4. \ Ad Pnuceami cap. xxii. p. 513. 
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to mean unity y likenejsy conjunSliony and of the love 
that the Father bore to the Son. Origen fays, let 
him confider that text, all that believed were of me 
heart and of one f only and then he will underftand 
this, I and my father are one*. Novatiusf fays 
one thing (unum) being in the neuter gender, 
fignifies an agreement of fociety, not an unity of 
perfon, and he explains it by this paflage in Paul, 
be that plant eth and be that water eth are both one. 
But the Fathers of the council of Sardica, held 
A. D, 347, reprobated the opinion that the union 
of the Father and Son confifts in confent and con-^ 
cord only J, apprehending it to be zftriS unity ef 
Jubftancey fo much farther was the do£trine of d>e 
Trinity advanced at that time. 

* Contra Celfum, lib. vlii. p. 386. f Cap. xxvli. p. 99* 
X Theodorit, lib. ii. cap. viiit p. 8a. 
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SECTION IV. 

Of the Difficulty with which, the Do£frine of the 
Divinity of Chrijl was ejiablijhed. 

xT is fufEciently evident from many 
circumftances, that the do&rine of the divinity 
of Chrift did not eftabliih itfclf without much 
pppoQtion, eipecially from the unlearned among 
the chriftiansj who thought ^hat it favoured of 
polytbeifm^ that it was introduced by thofe who 
had had a philofophical education, and was by 
d^rees adopted by others, on account of its co- 
vering the great offence (f the crofsy by exalting 
the perfbnal dignity of our Saviour. 

To make the new doflrrine lefs exceptionable, 
die advocates for it invented a new term, viz, 
ieconomyy or diftributiony as it may be rendered ; 
faying they were far from denying the unity of 
God I but that there was a certain oeconomy, or 
diftribution relpeding the divine nature and at- 
tributes which did not interfere with it ; for that 
according to this oeconomy the Son might be 
God, without detrading from the fupreme divi- 
nity of the Father. But this new term, it ap- 
pears, was not well underftood, or eafily reliihed, 
by thofe who cdled themfelves the advocates for 

E 3 the 
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the monarchy of the Father^ a term much ufed in 
thofe days, to denote the fupremacy and fole di- 
vinity of the Father, in oppofition to that of the 
Son. All this is very clear from the following 
paflage in Tertullian *. 



cc 



The fimple, the ignorant, and the unlearned, 
'^ who are always the greater part of the body 
'* of chriftians, fince the rule of faith itfelf " 
(meaning perhaps the apojiles creeds or as much 
of it as was in ufe in his time) " transfers their 
^^ worftiip of many gods to the one true God^ 
** not underftanding that the unity of God is to 
*' be maintained, but with the ceconomyy dread 
*^ this ceconomy, imagining that this nuniber and 
^' difpofition of a Trinity is a divifion of the 
^* unity. They therefore will have it, that we arc 
" worfhippers of two, and even of thr^e Gods ; 
" but that they are the worfhippers of one God 
^* only. We, they fay, hold the monarchy. Even 
'^ the Latins have learned to bawl out for mo- 
*' narchy, and the Greeks themfelves will not un^ 
** derftand the ceconomy j" monarchy being a 
Greek term, and yet adopted by the Latins, and 
ceconomy, though a Greek term, not being re* 
Jifhed even by the Greek chriftians f. \, 

* Ad Praxeam, fee. iii« p. 502. 

+ Simplices enim> nee dixeiim imprudentes et idiotae, quae 
major femper credentium pars eft, quoniam et ipfa regula fidei a 
pluribus diis feculi ad unicum deum verum transfert, non intelli- 
gent^S unicum quidein, fed cum fua ceconomia cfle^ credendum, 

expavefcuat 
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On another occafion we fee by this writer 
how offenGve the word trinity was to the gene- 
rality of chriftians. " Does the number of Tri- 
** nity ftill ftiock you ?" fays he*. For this rea- 
Ion, no doubt, Origen fays, " that to the carnal 
** they taught the gofpel in a literal way, preach- 
** ing Jefus Chrift, and him crucified, but to per- 
*' fons farther advanced, and burning with love 
** for divine celeftial wifdom" (by which he muft 
mean the philofophical part of their audience) 
** they communicated the Logos '\.** 

Origen candidly calls thefe adherents to the 
doftrine of the drift unity of God pious perfons 
(^<^oSc8j), " Hence, fays he J, we may folve the 
*' fcruple of many pious perfons, who through fear 
*' left they (hould make two Gods, fall into falfe 
*^ and wicked notions." He endeavours to relieve 
them in this manner. " This fcruple of many 
*' pious perfons may thus be folved. We muft 
*' tell them, that he who is God of himfelf 
*' [cuHf^t®-) is God with the article (0 Sf®-) but 
*' that Chrift is God without the article (Sf®-)*' 

cxpavefcunt ad oeconomiam. Nomenim et diipofidonein trinitadt 
divifionem praefumont unitatis. Itaque duos et tres jam ja^Utant, 
a nobis praedicari, fe vero unius del cultores pnefimiunt. Mon- 
airchiam inqurant tenemus. Monarchiam fbnare ftudent Latml, 
tfeconomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Graeci. 

* Sic te adhac numenis fcandalizat tnnitatis. Ad Praxeam, 
Sec. xii. p. 506. 

f 'Preface to bis Comment on }obn> Opera^ vol* ii* p. %$$• 
X Clarke on the TrioitjTy p. }oz. 
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as was obferved before. How far this folution of 
the difficulty was fatisfaftory to thefe pious un- 
learned chriftians does not appear. It does not 
feem calculated to remove a difficulty of any 
great magnitude* 

That thefe antient unitarians, under all the 
names by which their adverfaries thought proper 
to diftinguifh them, have been greatly mifrepre- 
fcnted, is acknowledged by all who are candid 
among the moderns. The learned Beaufobre, 
himfelf a trinitariao, is fatisfied it was a zeal for 
the unity of God that aftuated the Sabellians 
(who were no more than unitarians under a par- 
ticular denomination). Epiphanius fays, that 
when a Sabellian met the orthodox they would 
** fay. My friends, do we believe one God, or 
*' three*?" 

Eufebius, fpeaking with great wrath againft 
Marcellus of Ancyra, allows that he did not deny 
the perfonality of the Son, but for fear of eftab- 
lifhing two Gods f . This alfo appears from the 
manner in which Eufebius exprefles himfelf when 
he anfwers to the charge of introducing two 
Gods. " But you arc afraid perhaps {^oQr) left, 
^^ acknowledging two diftinft hypoftafes, you 
fhould introduce two original principles, and 
fo deftroy the monarchy of God J." 

• Hscr. Ixii. Opera, vol. i. p. 514. t I^« P» 53^- 
X Clarke on the Trinity, p. 309. 
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Bafil complains of the popularity of the fol- 
lowers of Marcellus, whofc difciple Photinus 
is iaid to have been ; at the fame time that the 
name of Arius was execrated. " Unto this very 
time,'* . lays he, in his letter to Athanafius*, 
in all their letters they fail not to anathematize 
** the hated name of Arius j but with Marcellus, 
who has profanely taken away the very exift- 
ence of the divinity of the only begotten Son, 
and abufed the figniHcation of the word Logos^ 
with this man they feem to find no fault 
*^ at all." 

It was impoflible not to perceive that this 
economy y and the ftile and rank of God, given 
to Chrift made a fyftem, intirely different from 
that of the Jews, as laid down in the Old Tefta- 
ment. For chriflians either had not at that time 
laid much ftrels on any argument for the doc- 
trine of the Trinity drawn from the books of 
Mofes, or at leafl: had not been able to fatisfy 
the Jews or the Jewifh chriftians, with any re- 
prefentations of that kind. Tertullian, there- 
fore, makes another, and iiideed a very bold 
attempt for the fame purpofe ; faying that it was 
peculiar to the Jewifli feith fo to maintain the 
unity of God, as not to admit the Son or Spirit 
to any participation of the divinity with him ; 
but that it was the charaderiftic of the goipel, 

* Opera, vol. iii. p. 8o* 

to 
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to introduce the Son and Spirit, as making one 
God with the Father. He fays, that God was 
determined to renew his covenant in this new 
form. I (hall give his own words, which arc 
much more copious on the fubjeft, in a note*. 

When the philofophizing chriftians went 
beyond the mere perfonification of a divine at- 
tribute, and proceeded to fpeakr of the real Jub^ 
fiance^ as I may fay, of the divine Logos^ they 
were evidently in danger of making a diverfity, 
or a feparation in the divine nature. That the 
common people did make this very objedtion to 
the new doftrine is clearly intimated by Ter- 
tuUian " When I fay that the Father is one, the 
Son another, and the Spirit a third, an un- 
learned, or perverfe perfon, underftands me as 
** if I meant a diverfity^ and in this diverfity he 
" jpretends that there muft be a feparation of 
" the Father, Son, and Spirit^f.'* 



• Judaicae fides ifta res fie unum deum credere, ut filium ad- 
Inumerare ei nolis, et pod filium fpiritum. Quid enim inter nos et 
lUos nifi differentia ifta ? Quid opus evangelii fi non exinde Pater 
«t Filius et fpiritus unum deum fiftunt ? Sic deus voluit novare fa- 
Tramentum, ut nove unus crederctur per Filium et Spiritum, et co- 
ram jam Deus In fuis propriis nominibus et perfonis cognofceretur, 
^ui et retro per Filium et Spiritam predicatus non intelligebatur. 
Ad Praxeam, Se6l. xxx. p. 518. 

f Ecce enim dico aliura effe patrem, et alium filium, ct alium 
fpiritum. Male accipit idiotes quifque aut perverfus hoc di6luna^ 
quafi diverfitatem fonet, et ex diverfitate feparationem pretendat 
PatriSj Filii,et Spiritus* Ad Praxeam, Se6l. viii. p. 504. 

The 
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The objcdion is certainly not ill ftated. Let 
us now confider how this writer anfwers it: for 
at this time it was not pretended that the fubjedt 
was above human comprehenfion, or that it 
could not be explained by proper comparifons. 
In order, therefore, to (hew that •the Son and 
Spirit might be produced from the Father, and 
yet not be feparated from him, he fays that God 
produced the Logos (Sermonem) as the root of a 
tree produces the branch, as a fountain produces 
the river, or the fun a beam of light*. The laft 
of thefe comparifons is alfo adopted by Athena- 
goras in his Apology f, in which he defcribes 
a beam of light, as a thing not detached from 
the fun, but as fl<:)wing out of it, and back to 
it again. For Hierarchas had been cenfured 
for comparing the produftion of the Son from 
the Father to the lighting of one candle at an- 
other, becaufe the fecond candle was a thing 
fubfifting of itfelf, and intirely feparated from 
the former fo as to be incompatible with unity J,. 

Juftin Martyr, however, as we have feen, 
made ufe of the fame comparifon, and as far as 
appears, without cenfurc. But after his time 
the ideas of philofophizing chriftians had under- 
gone a change. He and his cotemporafics were 
only folicitou^ to make out fomething fike divi- 

• Ad Praxeam, cap. viii. p. 504, f P. 86. 
X See Hilary de Trinitate, lib. ir. Opera, p. 59. 

nity 
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nity in the Son, without confidering him as 
united In one fubftance with the Father, the 
unity of God being then defended on no other 
principle than that of the fupremacy of the 
Father; fo that, though Chrift might be called 
God in a lower fenfe of the word, the Father 
was God in a fenfe fo much higher than that, 
that ftriftly (peaking it was ftill true, that there 
was but one God, and the Father only was that 
God. But by the time of Hilary the philolb- 
phizing chriftians, finding perhaps that this ac- 
count of the unity of God did not give intire 
fatisfeftion, were willing to reprefent the Son 
not only as deriving his being and his divinity 
from the Father, but as ftill infeparably united 
to him, and never properly detached from him ^ 
and therefore the former comparifon of one 
torch lighted by another would no longer anfwer 
the purpofe. But this could not be objected to 
the comparifon of the root and the branch, the 
fountain and the ftrcam, or the fun and the 
beam of light, according to the philofophy of 
thofe times. For in all thefe cafes things were 
produced from the fubftance of their refpeftive 
origins, and yet were not feparated from them^ 

Thefe explanations fuited very well with the 
do6trine of the Trinity as held by the council 
of Nice; when it was not pretended, as it is now, 
that each perfon in the Trinity is equally eternal 
and uncaufed. But they certainly did not fuf- 

ficicntly 
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fidendy provide for the diftinft perlbnality of 
die Fadier^ Son^ and Spirit; which^ however^ 
eipecially with refpeA to the two former^ they 
afferted With refped to the latter^ it is not 
eaiy to coUeA their opinions; for^ in general^ 
they exprefled themfelves as if the Spirit was 
only a divine power* 

In order to farisfy the advocates of the proper 
unity of God, thofe who then maintained the 
divinity of Chrift, niake^ upon all occafions^ the 
moft fofemn proteftarions againft the intro'^ 
duftkm of two Gods, for the deificadon of the 
Spirit was then not much objedted to them. 
But diey thought that they guarded fufficiendy 
againft the worfhip of two Gods, by ftrongly 
afierdog the inferiority and (ubordinadon of the 
Son to the Father; fome of them allying 
one drcuoiftance of this inferiority, and others 
another. 

TertuUian caudons us not to deftroy die 
monarchy when we admit a Trinity, fince it is 
to be reftorcd from the Son to the Father*. 
Novadus lays the ftrefs on Chrift's being be- 
gotten, and the Father not begotten. *^ If 
fays he f, " the Son had not been begptten, he 
*^ and the Father, being upon a level, they would 
*^ both be unbegotten, and therefore there would 

f Ad Pr»c«Q# cap. tT. p. fos* f Cap» sxxi* p< !»•• 
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" be two Gods, &c." Again *, he fays, " whcit 
" it is faid that Mofes was . appointed a God ta 
*^ Pharoah, fhall it be denied to Chrift, who is a 
" God not to Pharoah but to the whole uni- 
" verfe ?" But this kind of divinity would not* 
fatisfy the moderns. 

Eufebius's apology for this qualified divinity 
of Chrift (for the manner in which he writes is 
that of an apology ^ and fhe ws that this new doc- 
trine was very ofFenfive to many in his time) 
turns upon the fame hinge with the former of 
thefe illuftrations of Novatius, *^ If," fays hef, 
*^ this makes them apprehenfive left we fhould 
" feem to introduce two Gods, let them know 
that, though we indeed acknowledge the Son 
to be God, yet there is abfolutely but one God, 
** even he who alone is without original, and 
*' uhbegotten, who has his divinity properly of 
** himfelf, and is the caufe even to the Son 
himfelf both of his being, and of his being 
fuch as he is ; by whom the Son himfelf con- 
'^ fefles that he lives, declaring exprefsly / live hy 
" the Father y and whom he declares to be greater 
*^ than himfelf, and ^to be even his God." This, 
indeed, is fuppofed to be written by an Arian, 
but it is the language of all the Trinitarians of 
his time: for then it had not occurred to any 
perfon to fay that the one God was the Trinity, 

• Cap^ XX. p. 77. f Clarke on the Trinity, p, 307. 
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or the Father, Spn, and Spirit in conjunftion, 
but always the Father only. The diftinftion 
between per/on and beingy which is the falvo at 
prefent, was not then known. Some perfons in 
oppofing Sabellius, having made three HypqftafeSy 
"which we now render perfons ^ feparate from each 
other, Dionyfius bifliop of Rome, quoted with 
approbation by Athanafius himfelf^ faid that it 
was making three Gods*. 

I have obferved before, and may have occa- 
fion to repeat the obfervation hereafter, that in 
many cafes, the phrafeology remains when the 
ideas which originally fu^efted it have difap* 
peared ; but that the phrafeology is an argument 
for the pre-exiftence of the correfponding ideas* 
Thus it had been the conftant language of the 
church, from the time of the apoftles, and is 
found upon all occafions in their writings, that 
Cbrijlfufferedi meaning, no doubt, in his wbok 
perjoriy in every thing which really entered into 
his conftitution. This, however, was not eafily 
reconcilable with the opinion of any portion of 
the divinity being a proper part of Chriftj and 
therefore the Docetae, who firft afferted the 
divine origin of the Son of God, made no fcru- 
ple to deny, in exprefs words that Chrift fuf- 
fered. For they faid that Jejus was one thing, 
and the Chriftj or the heavenly inhabitant of 

f Pe Sjnodo Nicxnai Opera> p. 27 5. 
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Jcfus another; and that when Jefus was going 
to be crucified, Chrift left him. 

I 

Irenaeus, writing againft this herefy, quotes 
the uniform language of the fcriptures as a fuf-* 
ficient refutation of it; maintaining that Cbrifi 
bimfelf in his whole nature, fufFered. " It was 
"no impajftble Chrift;' he fays*, "but Jefus 
" Chrift himfelf who fufFered for us." It is 
evident, however, that this writer, who was one 
of the firft that adopted the idea of the divinity 
of Chrift (but on a principle different from that 
of the Docetae, viz, the perfonification of the 
Logos of the Father) could not himfelf ftri<5tly 
maintain the paflibility of his whole nature; for 
then he muft have held that fomething which 
was a proper part of the deity himfelf was capa- 
ble of fufFering. He therefore, but in a very 
aukward and inefFeftual manner, endeavours to 
make a cafe different frcim that of the Docetas, 
by fuppofing a mixture of the two natures in 
Chrift. 

" For this reafon," he fays f, the word of 
" God became man, and the fon of God became 
" the Son of man, being mixed with the word 
*^ of God, that receiving the adoption, he might 
** become the fon of God. For we could not re- . 
*' ceive immortality, unlefs we were united to 

* Lib* iiit cap. xn, p. 24.69 f lb. cap. xxi. Opera, p. 249. 

*^ immortality,*' 
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** immortality," &c. Origen alfo, in his third 
book againil Celfusf, fpeaks of the mixture 
of the humanity with the divinity of Chrift. 
He even fpeaks of the mortal quality of the 
very body of Chrift as changed into a divine 
quality. 

This confufion of ideas, and inconfiftency, 
appears to have been foon perceived. For we 
prefcntiy find that all thofe who are called ortbo^ 
dox ran into the very error of the Docctae ; main- 
taiiuhg, that it only was the human nature of 
Chrift that fufFered, while another part of his na- 
ture, which was no lefs effential to his being 
Chrift y was incapable of fufferingj and to this 
day all who maintain the proper divinity of 
Chrift arc in the fame dilemma. They muft 
cither flatly contradift the fcriptures, and fay, 
with the Docetas, that Chrift did not fufier, or 
that the divine nature itfelf may feel pain. This 
being deemed manifeft impiety, they generally 
adopt the former opinion, viz. that the human 
nature of Chrift only fufiered, and content thcm- 
felves with aflcrting fome inexplicable mixture of 
the two natures; notwithftanding the idea of one 
part of the fame ferfon (and of the intelledtual 
part too) not feeling pain, while the other did, is 
evidently inconfiftent with any idea of proper 
mion^ or mixture. 

♦ P. I3«. 

F The 
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The very next writer we meet with after 
Irenaeus, viz. Tertullian, aflerts, contrary to him, 
that it was not Chrift, but only the human na- 
ture of Chrift that fufFered. This voice, fays he, 
*' My God my God why baft thou for/aken me^^ 
" was from xkit flejh^ znd/ouly that is, the man, 
** and not the wordy or fpirit ; that is, it was not 
*' of the God, who is impaffible, and who left the 
*^ Son while he gave up his man to death*." 
What could any of the Doceta^ have faid more ? 

Arnobius expreffcs himfelf to the feme pw- 
pofe. Speaking of the death of Chrift, with 
which the chriftians were continually reproached. 
That death," fays befj " which you fpeak o^ 
was the death of the man that he had put 
*' on, not of himfelf, of the burthen, not of the 
bearer J." 



\ 
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Hilary, who wrote after the council of Nice, 
v/ent even farther than this, and maintained at 
large, that the body of Chrift was at all times 
incapable of feeling pain, that it had no need of 
refrefhment by meat and drink ; and that he eat 
and drank only to ftiew that he had a body. 

• Haec vox carnis et animae, id eft hominis, non fermonis, non 
fpiritus. id eft non dei, propterea emiffa eft, ut impaffibilem deum 
oftenderet qui fie fillum dereliquit dum hominem ejus tradidit in 
mortem. Ad Praxeam, cap. xxx. p. 518. 

f Adverfus Gentes, lib. i. p. aa. 

X Mors ilia quam dicitis afTumpti hominis fuit, non 'ipflus, 
^eftaminis, non geftantis. 

« Could 
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'^ Could that hand," fays he*, " which gave an 
** ear to the man that Peter fmote, feel the nail 
*' that was driven through it ? and could that 
** flclh feel a wound, which removed the pain of 
** a wound from another ? " 

Later writers, indeed, did not follow Hilary 
in this extravagance, but Epiphanius fays f , that 
Chrifl, in his death upon the crofs, fuffered no- 
thing in his divinity. This too is the language 
of thofe who are called orthodox at this day. 
But how this is confiftcnt with their doftrine of 
atonementy which fuppofes an infinite fatisfa£tion 
to have been made to the juftice of God by the 
death of Chriil, does not eafily appear. 



* Lib. X. p. 244. t Haer. xx. Operaj vol. i. p. 49. 
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SECTION V. 

An Account of the Unitarians before the Council 

of Nice. 

JcSeFORE I proceed to the Aran 
controverfy, I muft take notice of thofc who 
diftinguifhed themfelves by maintaining the pro« 
per hunianity of Chrift in this early period* 
That the chriilian church in general held this 
doftrine till the time of Viiftor, was the con- 
ftant affertion of thofe who profefled it about 
this time, and I think I have fhewn that this was 
true. 

One of the firft who diftinguifhed himfelf by 
aflerting the fimple humanity of Chrift, was 
Theodotus of Byzantium, who, though a tanner, 
is acknowledged to have been a man of ability, 
and even of learning. He is faid to have been 
well received at Rome, and at firft even by Viftor 
the biftiop of that city, who afterwards excom- 
municated him. 

About the fame time, appeared Artemon, 
from whom thofe who maintained this opinion 
were by fome called Artemonites s but it appears 

from 



opinions concerning Cbrifi. 69 

from the writings of TertuHian, that thcr were ' 
more generally called Monarcbi/fs, from their 
aflerting the proper unity of the divine nature, 
and the fupremacy of God the Father with re- 
ipe6t to Chrift. By their enemies they were 
called Patripaffiansj becaufe they were charged 
with aflerting that the Father was fo united to 
the perfon of Chrift, as even to have fuffcred 
with him. But Lardner treats this as a calumny*. 
It (hould fecm, however, that fome of them went 
fo far (fince Tertullian fo particularly quotes it 
as their own language f) as to fay that the Fa- 
ther felt compaflion for his fuflering Son. But 
this language might be ufed by them in a figura-> 
tive fenfe, in which fenfe various pafllons are in 
the fcriptures afcribed to God. 

Beaufdbfe J thinks them to have been intirely 
&ee from this imputation^ and imagines it to 
have arifen from their adverfaries, defignedly or 
undefignedly, mixing their own ideas with theirs, 
and cfpecially ccmfounding the two terms Logos 
and Son of God. In confcqucnce of this, when the 
unitarians aflerted that the Father and the Logos 
were one perfon, they would of courfe charge 
them with maintaining that the Father fuffered 
in the Son. Indeed, Tertullian, as Beaufobre 
obferves, contradiAs himfelf when he charges the 

* Hift. of HereticSy p» 41 S • f Ad Praxeam, Sec. xxuc. p. 5 1 S* 

{ Vol. i. p. 539* 

F 3 unitarians 
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unitarians with this opinion, becaufe in other 
parts of his writings, he exprefsly fays that they 
believed the Father to be impaffibk*. 

Praxeas the Montanift, and a nian of genius 
and learning, againft whom TertuUian writes, 
was an unitarian ; and fo probably were naany 
others of that fe£t f . For their peculiar opinions 
and praftices, as Montanifts, had no relation to 
any particular opinion concerning the nature of 
Chrift, 

It is^ very evident that about this time the 
vnitarians were very numerous in all parts of the 
chriftian world; and as they were not diftin-* 
guiflied by having af&mblies feparate from thofe 
of other chriftians, which Moflieim allows J, their 
opinion certainly could not be deemed heretical. 
It is even acknowledged that many of thefe uni* 
tarians (though none of their writings are now 
come down to us) were men of fcience. They 
are particularly faid to have been addifted to geo- 
metry, and are alfo faid to have treated queftions 
in theology in a geometrical method; but no 
particulars of this kind are now known to us. 
It is very poffible that this circumftance (which 
is mentioned by their adverfaries by way of re- 
proach) might have arifen from their endeavour-- 
ing to ftiew that if the Father, the Son, and the 

• Vol. i, p, 534, t Lardner's Hift. of Heretics, p. 398. 

X Vol, i. p. 191. 

Holy 
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Holy Spirit (if this laft was then confidered as a 
diftinft perfon) were each of them God, in any 
proper fenfe of the word, there muft be more 
Gods than one. Such geometry as this, I doubt 
not, gave great offence. 

In the following century, viz. the third, we 
find Noetus, Sabellius, and Paul bifhop of Sa- 
mofata, the moft diftinguifhed among the uni- 
tarians. Noetus was of Smyrna, and is laid to 
have been a difciple of Artemon. Sabellius was 
bifliop, or prieft, of Cyrene in Africa, in which 
country the unitarian opinion, as taught by 
Noetus, is faid to have been generally adopted. 
It is, indeed, faid by ecclefiaftical hiftorians, that 
many biftiops in this country were brought over 
to this opinion by Sabellius. But it is much 
more probable that they held the fame opinion 
before. In that age the prevailing bias was to 
magnify the perfonal dignity of Chrift, and not 
to leffen it; fo that we find few or no clear in- 
ftances of any who, having once maintained, that 
Chrift was either God, or a fuper-angelic being, 
and the maker of this world under God, came 
afterwards to believe that he was merely a man. 
Both Noetus and Sabellius, were charged by 
their adverfaries with being Patripaflians ; but the 
unitarians of that age aflerting, as the unitarians 
now do, that all the divinity of the Son, was that 
of the Father refiding in him, and ading by him, 

. F 4 was 
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was fufEcient to give a handle for that injurious 
reprefentation of their opinion. 

There was nothing peculiar in the doftrine 
of SabelliuSj though he is generally charged with 
maintaining that there were three perfons in the 
Trinity, but that thefe three perfons or rather 
cbaraSfers {vpocrma) were only different names or 
attributes, of the fame perfon, or beiqg. If this was 
a fair reprefentation, Sabellius and his followers 
mud have meant to difguife their unitarian ien« 
timents in terms appropriated to the orthodoxy 
of their age. But though many perfons are faid 
to do this at prefent, Sabellius himfelf is not 
charged with it by any of his opponents. On 
the contrary, he is generally faid to have been 
a difciple of Noetus. It is therefore probable, 
as Beaufobre conjeftures, that this reprefentation 
arofe from his adverfaries mifapprehending what 
he faid concerning the Father and the Son being 
cne^ and concerning the Father being in bim^ and 
doing the works, as our Saviour expreffes himfelf. 
At the fame time Sabellius might mean nothing 
more than the mod avowed unitarians mean by 
fuch language at this day. 

Paul, biftiop of Samofata, a man of genius 
and learning, but charged with the arrogance 
and ambition of other biQiops of great fees in 
thofe times, made himfelf obnoxiQus by main* 

taming 
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taining the unitarian principles^ and was con- 
demned for them in feveral councils held at An-* 
dochj as well as on other accounts. His opi- 
nions are acknowledged to have fpread much» 
and to have alarmed the orthodox gready*. 
But when we read of fuch perfons as this bifhop 
making many converts to the doftrine of the 
humanity of Chrift, I cannot help fufpedking, 
for the reafon mentioned above, that it is to be 
underftood of the numbers who were before of 
that opinion, being encouraged by men of their 
learning, ability, and influence to declare them- 
felves more openly than they had done before ; 
having been overbome by the philofophizing 
chriftians of that age, the current of men's opi- 
nions having for fome time fet that way. This 
Paul of Samofata, is reprefented by Ephipha- 
niusf , as alleging, in defence of his do£trine, the 
words of Mofes, the Lord thy God is one Lordi 
and he is not charged by him, as others were, 
with maintaining that the Father {ufiered ; and 
indeed from this time we hear no more of that 
accufation, though the tenets of the unitarians 
moft probably continued the fame. 

To thefe we might add, as Ming within the 
lame century, Beryllus, bifhop of Boftra, in Ara- 
bia, faid to have been a man of learning and 
modefty, and to have maintained that Chrift had 

* Sueur, A. D. 265. f Hsr* Ixr. Opera, vol. i. p. 608* 

no 
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no being before he was born of the Virgin Mary, 
and no divinity befides that of the Father re- 
fiding in him*. But he is faid to have been 
converted to the orthodox faith by Origen. It is 
to be regretted that we have no farther informa- 
tion concerning this bifhop and other chriftians 
in Arabia. Many of them, we are told, main- 
tained, contrary to the philofophy of their times, 
that the foul died with the body, and that all 
men would be in a date of infenfibility from the 
time of their death to that of the general re- 
furreftionf. 

I ihall clofe this account of the ancient uni- 
tarians with juft mentioning Photinus, bifliop of 
Sirmium, though he flouriflied after the council 
of Nice; becaufe he is the laft of the unitarians 
we read of till the revival of the doftrine in the 
laft age. For though it can hardly be fuppofed 
that the opinion of the fimple humanity of Chrift 
was wholly extinft, thofe who maintained it were 
overborne and filenced by the Trinitarains on the 
one hand, and the Arians on the other. And, 
of the two, the latter were full as hoftile to them 
as the former. This Photinus is faid to have 
been a man of great eloquence. He continued 
in his bifliopric notwithftanding his being con- 
demned in three feveral fynods or councils, ef- 

*Eufebii, Hlft. Lib. vi. Cap. xxxiii. p. 297. 
+ lb. Cap • xxxvil. p. 299. 
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pecially in one held at Milan, A. D. 345, being 
extremely popular in his fee 5 but at length he • 
was expelled by a council held at Sirmium itfelf 
in 351, This laft council was called by order of 
the emperor Conftantius, and confided chiefly of 
Arian bifliops. 

» 

Here I relu6tantly bid adieu, to what I ap- 
prehend to be the genuine doftrine of the fcrip- 
tures concerning the nature of Chrift, but wc 
ihall fee it reappear with growing luftre in a 
later period. 
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SECTION VI. 

r 

Of the Arian Controverfy. 

JL HERE were fcveral things relating 
to the divinity of Chrift, which had not been 
determined by the chriftian Fathers, before the 
time of Conftantine. Thus, though the term 
begotten had been generally ufed in fpeaking of 
the origin of the Son, by way of emanation 
from the Father, the term created^ and others of 
a (imilar meaning, had been ufed occafionally, 
and as far as appears without giving offence; 
nor indeed could it well have done fo, in an age 
in which all creation was confidered as of the 
fame kind; every fubftance (at leaft all intelli- 
gent fubftances, or fpirits) being fuppofed to 
have been derived ultimately from the fame 
divine effence. This language we find ufed by 
Laftantiusi and Hilary, after it had begun to be 
difliked, and reprobated, and therefore it was 
probably ufed by them through inadvertence. 

Laftantius, however, Ipeaking of the origin 
of the Son, fays ♦, *^ as when he was created in 
*' his firft fpiritual birth, he was, from God 

* Epitome, Cap. xliii. p. Z14. 
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€€ 



€C 



Opinions concerning Cbriji. 77 

alone, made a holy fpiric; fo in his iecond 
** carnal birth, fronn his mother alone, he became 
holy fleih." Hilary fays*, « God the Father 
is the caufe of all, without b^inning, and foli- 
tary ; but the Son was produced by the Father 
^^ without time, and was created and founded 
*^ before the ages. He was not before he was 
*^ born, but he was bom without time. Before 
^^ all time he alone fublifts fix>m the Father 
^' alone." As it is not eafy to give an exaft 
tranflation of this pa(&ge, on account of its ex- 
treme obfcurity, 1 (hall give it at length in the 
notef* This writer &ems to have thou^t as 
the generality of the Antenicene Fathers did, 
that there was a time when Chrift was not: but 
we fhall find that after the Arian controverfy this 
opinion was condemned. 

It was in confequence of the controveriy 
occaiioned by Sabellius in Africa that the pecu- 
liar opinions of Arius were ilarted. Sabellkit 
having afTerted that there was no diflference 
between the divinity of the Father and that of 
the Son, Diony(iii9» bifhop of Alexandria, was 
thought to have advanced, in oppofkion to him^^ 
fomething derogatory to our Saviour, as that hi( 

/ * lib. iv. p. 59. 

t Deus Pater dt caiiia omnium» omnino fine initio, foUtariiu | 
{Iius autem fine tempore editus eft a patre, et ante fecula creatut 
et fundatns. Non erat antequam nafceretdTa fixi fine tempore ante. 
•oiniA natttty fiihit a ipio pattQ fnbfiftit* 

divinity 
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divinity was fo far different from that of the 
Father, that he was not even of the fame Juh- 
fiance with the Father ; which, as we have feen, 
was contrary to the opinion of thofe who were 
deemed orthodox in that age. However, he 
juftified himfelf in fuch a manner as gave fatif- 
fadion. 

But not long after this, Alexander, andthcir 
biftiop of Alexandria, being led by the fame con- 
troverfy to difcourfe concerning Chrift, in the 
prefence of Arius, a prefbyter of the fame church 
(with whom he feems to have had fome pre- 
vious difference) among other things in favour 
of the dignity of Chrifl, advanced that the Father 
did not precede the Son a fingle moment, and 
that he had iffued from all eternity out of the 
fubftance of the Father himfelf. This, being 
in fome refpefts an advance upon the gene- 
rally received doftrine, provoked Arius to reply. 
He allowed that Chrift exifted before all time, 
and before the ages, as the only begotten Son 
of God, but he faid that he had no being before 
he was begotten. He alfo afferted, in the courfe 
of the debate, that Chrift was neither of the 
fubftance of the Father, nor formed out of pre- 
exifting matter, but, like other things, ivas cre- 
ated out of nothing. It feems alfo to have been 
the opinion of Arius and his followers, but was 
not perhaps advanced at that time, that this pre- 
cxiftent fpirit was the only intelligent principle 

belonging 
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belongihg to Chrift, being in him what the Joul 
was fuppofed to be in other men. 

The prejudices of the chriftians of that age 
againft the doctrine of the proper divinity of 
Chrift muft have been very general, and very 
ftrong, to have made this doftrine of Arius fo 
popular as we find it prefendy was. It was a 
do6trine that does not appear to have been pub- 
licly maintained before. But poflibly, the dif- 
ficulty of conceiving how a mere attribute of the 
divine nature could become a realperfotiy which 
had been the orthodox opinion, might have gra- 
dually led men to think that Chrift had been 
produced by way of fimple emanation from God. 
like other intelligences, or fpirits. And when the 
fcripture dodtrine of the creation of all things 
out of nothing began to take place of the doc- 
trine of the philofophers, who afferted the im- 
poflibility of any fuch creation, the opinion of 
Arius that Chrift was made out of nothing would 
naturally fucceed to that of his emanation from 
the Father; fo that it is poflible that the minds 
of the more learned chriftians might have been 
fully prepared to receive that doftrine before it 
was openly publiftied by hini. 

Indeed, the appeal of Arius to Eufebiu& 
of Nicomedia, and other learned and eminent 
bilhops of that age, proves that he did not ima- 
gine 
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gine that he had advanced an opinion that was 
altogether peculiar to himfelf; and their ready 
reception of his doftrine, and the countenance 
which they gave him, who was only a prefbyter, 
and had /lothing extraordinary to recommend 
him is a ftronger proof of the fame thing. The 
Arian doftrine, however, was a kind of medium 
between that of the fimple bumanity of Chrift,. 
which was far from being entirely extinguifhed, 
thou^ it was lefs and lefs reliflied, and that of 
his proper divinity, which made him to be of the 
fame iubftance with the Father, and a kind of 
rival of his dignity, at which it is no wonder 
that the minds of many revolted. This circum- 
ftaiice, therefore, of the Arian dodrine being the 
medium between two great extremes, was alone 
fufficient to recommend it to many. 

It is acknowledged, that Arius, in the courfc 
of the controverfy, had many abettors in Egypt, 
where the diflFerence firft arofe; and among them 
were many perfons diftinguifhed by their genius 
and learning, as well as by their rank and ftation 
in the world. Notwithftanding thofe advantages 
on the fide of Arius, Alexander prevailed fo fer, 
that, in two councils, which he fummoned on' 
the occafion, Arius was deprived of his office, 
and excommunicated. Upon this he retired 
into Paleftine, where he was countenanced by a 
great number of biihops, but more efpecially t^ 

Eufebius 
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Eufebius bifhop of Nicomedia^ one of the moft 
difllDguilhed of any in that age^ both for his 
learning and moderation. » 

The emperor Conflantine^ having endea- 
voured in vain to compofe thefe differences in 
the religion v^hich he had lately profefled^ and 
eipecially to reconcile Arius and Alexander, at 
length called a gener^ council of biihops at 
Nice, the firft which bad obtained that appella- 
tionj and in this counfel, after much indecent 
wrangling, and violent debate, Arius was con- 
demned, and banifhed to Illyricym, a part of the 
Koman empire very remote from Aiexandriay 
where the controverfy originated. But riotwith- 
ilanding this condemnation, {b far were the chrif^ 
tians of that age from having any opinion of thp 
infallibility of councils, that the doftrine of Arius 
triumphed both over the decrees of this cele- 
brated ailembly, and the authority ofofie empe« 
ror, who was afterwards iitiduced to think better 
of Arius. He, therefore, recalled him from ba- 
nifhment, and ordered Alexander his bifhop to 
admit him to communion. But Arius died b6-> 
fore the order coyld be executed. 

Confiantius the fucceffor of Conftantine, and 
alfo ibnne others of the erxiperors, favoured the 
Allans, ^nd in thofe reigns their doArine Wj^ 
by far the mofl generally received throughout the 
Roman Empire^ The bifhops of that profeffion 

G held 
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held many councils, and they are acknowledged 
to have been very full. But at length Arianifm 
was in a great meafure banifhed from the Ro- 
man empire by the perfecutions of the emperor 
Theodofius, who interefted himfelf greatly in fa- 
vour of the Trinitarian doftrine. The Arians 
took refuge in great numbers among the Bur- 
gundians, Goths, Vandals, and other uncon- 
quered barbarous nations, whom they were a 
great means of bringing over to the chriftian faith, 
and all of them, without exception, profeffed the 
Arian doftrine, till it was overpowered by the 
influence and authority of the bifliops of Rome. 
The Vandals were long the fupport of Arianifm 
in Africa, but it never recovered its credit after 
their extirpation from that province by the arms 
of the emperor Juftinian. 

So far was the council of Nice from giving 
general fatisfaftion, that Hilary, prefently after- 
wards, complains ♦ of the Arians as being in all 
the provinces of the Roman empire; and in the 
next reign Arianifm was very near becoming the 
univerfal doftrine of the chriftian church, and of 
courfe would have been deemed orthodox. 

The debates occafioned by. this famous coun- 
cil made a great revolution both in the language, 
and in the opinions of thofe who were deemed 



• De Trinitate, Lib, vi, p. 99, - 
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orthodox. It is the natural efFeft of controverfy 
to pulh men as far as poffible from that eactremc 
which they wifh to avoid, fo as often to drive 
them into the oppofite extreme. This was re- 
markably the cafe on this occafion ; and no con- 
troverfy ever interefted fo many perfons, and 
thofe fo deeply, as this did, and indeed continues 
to do to this day. 

In order to keep quite clear of Arianifm, 
which made Chrift to be a mere creature^ thofe 
who approved of the decrees of the council 
began to exprefs themfelves as Molheim ac- 
knowledges*, in fuch a manner, as that they 
really fubftituted three Gods inftead of one. 
And many of them feemed to imagine that they 
fufficiently maintained the unity of the God- 
head, by afferting that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, were each of them, of the fame 
divine nature, as three or more men have each 
of them the fame human nature. 

This was certainly giving up the unity of 
the divine nature; and yet being obliged by the 
whole tenor of revelation to maintain the doc- 
trine of only one Gody in cohjunftion with this 
new doftrine of three feparate Gods, fuch a 
manifeft inconfiftency was introduced, as no- 
thing could cover but the pretence that this doc-^ 

* Vol. i. p, ft96. 
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rine of >the Trinity was inexplicable by human 
reafon. And then the word myfteryy which had 
ix&xt been applied to the do6trine of the Tji- 
iiity, in connmon with other things which were 
•fimply detmtdjdcredy began to be ufed in a new 
denfe^and to fignify, not as before, a thing that 
^^ficrety and required to be explained ; but fbnie* 
thing abfolutely incapable of being exflainedy Ibme- 
thing that muft be believed, though it could not 
jbe .underitood. But the whole do&rine, as it 
was afterwards generally profeiTed, and as it 'fiQW 
iftands in ,every eftabliflied chriilian church, was 
•not finally fettled before the compafition of whiuc 
is, called the Athanafian Creeds and its receptioo 
into the offices of public worfhip. 

When this creed was made, and by whom, is 
juncertain. It appeared about the end of the fifth 
century, and is by fome afcribed to Vigilius Tap- 
ifcnfis*. Though this creed contains a nun)ber of 
as dire£t contradidtions as any perfon, the moft 
fkilled in logic, can draw up, it ftill keeps its 
ground, guarded from all human infpedlion, like 
the doftrine of tranfubftantiation, by this new 
but thin iVeil of myftery. But before I proceed 
to give a more particular account of this farther 
change in the doiSbine, I muft note by what fteps 
the H(ily Spirit came to be reckoned a diftinft 
peEfon in this Trinity. 

^ Jortin's Remarks, Vol* ivi p* 313* 
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SECTION vn. 

Of the DoSfrine concerning the Holy Spirit. 

X HERE is very little in the fcrip- 
tures that could give any idea of the diftindb per- 
fonality of the Holy Spirit, befides the figurative 
language in which our Lord fpeaks of the aJvo^ 
catCy or comforter^ as we render it (wflfOKAiS®-) that 
was to fucceed him with the apoftles after his 
afcenfion. But our Lord's language is, upon 
many occafions, highly figurative, and it is the 
lefs extraordinary that the figure called perfonifi" 
cation ihould be made ufe of by him here, as 
die peculiar prefence of the Ipirit of God, which 
was to be evinced by the power of working mi- 
racles, was to fucceed in the place of a real per-* 
fon, viz. himfelf, and to be to his apoftles what 
he himfelf had been, viz. their advocate, com* 
forter, and guide. 

That the apoftles did not underftand our 
Lord as fpeaking <^ a real perfon, at leaft after- 
wards, when they reflefted upon his meanings 
and law the fulfilment of his promife, is evident 
&om their never adopting the fame language,, 
but fpeaking of the Holy Spirit as of a divine 

G3 power 
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power only. The apoftle Paul exprefsly fpeaks 
of the fpirit of God as bearing the fanie relation 
to God, that the fpirit of a man bears to man, 
I Cor. ii. II. fVhat man knowetb the things of a 
man but the fpirit of a man which is in him -, even 
Jo the things of God knowetb no man but the fpirit 
of God. 

Befides, the writers of the New Teftament 
always fpeak of the Holy Spirit as the fame fpirit 
by which the antient prophets were infpired, 
which was certainly never underftood by them 
to be any other than the Divine Being himfelfi 
enabling them, by his fupernatural communica- 
tions, to foretcl future events. 

Alfo, the figurative language in which the 
Holy Spirit and his operations, are fometimes 
defcribed by them is inconfiftent with the idea of 
his being a Separate perfon; as being baptized 
with the fpirit, being filed with the fpirit, quench- 
ing the fpirit, fcff . in all which the idea is evi- 
dently that of a power, and not that of a perfon. 

For thefe reafons I think it poflible, that we 
jfhould never have heard of the opinion of the 
diftinft perfonality of the Holy Spirit, if it had 
not been for the form of baptifm fuppofed, but 
without reafon, to be given in the golpel of Mat- 
thew, where the apoftles are direfted to baptize 
in the name of the Father y the Son, and the Holy 

Spirit. 
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Spirit. For though the meaning of thefe words, 
as explained by pretty early writers in the primi- 
tive church is nothing more than " baptizing 
into that religion which was given by the Fa- 
ther, by means of the Son, and confirmed by 
miraculous power," and this particular form 
bf words does not appear to have been ufed in 
the age of the apoftles, who feem to have bap- 
tized in the name of Jefus only; yet fince this 
form did come into univerfal ufc, after forms 
began to be thought of importance, and in it the 
Father and Son were known to be real perfons, 
it was not unnatural to fuppofe that the Spirit^ 
being mentioned along with them, was a real 
perfon alfo. 

It was a long time, however, before this 
came to be a fixed opinion, and efpecially an ar- 
ticle of faith, the chriftian writers before and 
after the council of Nice generally fpeaking of 
the H6ly Spirit in a manner that may be inter- 
preted either of a perfon or of a power. 5jjt it 
is evident, that when they feem to fpeak of the 
Holy Spirit as of a perfon, they fuppofe that 
perfon to be much inferior to God, and even to 
Chrift. Some of them might poflibly fuppofe 
that the Holy Spirit was an emanation from the 
divine effence, and fimilar to the Logos itfelf; 
but others of them fpeak of the Holy Spirit as 
a creature made by Chrift, by whom they fup- 
pofed all other creatures to have been made. 

G4 With 
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With re(pc£l: to the apoftolical Fathers, their 
language on this fubjeft is fo much that of the 
fcriptures, that we are not able to coUeft from k 
any peculiar or precifc ideas. It is probable, 
therefore, that they confidered the Holy Spirit 
as a power, and not a perfon. 

Juftin Martyr, who was one of the firft who 
iuppofed the Logos to be Chrift, never fays, in 
cxprefs words, that the Spirit is God, in any 
fenfe; and when he mentions worftiip as due to 
the Spirit, it is in the fame fentence in which he 
(peaks of it as due to angels. " Him," fays he *, 
meaning God, "and the Son that came from 
** him, and the hoft of other good Angels, who 
** accompany and refemble him, together with 
" the prophetic Spirit, we adore and venerate; 
*' in word and truth honouring them." In an- 
other place f he fays, " we place the Son in the 
*' fecond place, and the prophetic Spirit in the 
*' third." Again J, he places " the Logos in the 
** fecond place, and the Spirit which moved on 
*^ the water in the third." It is not improbabte 
but that this writer might confider the Holy 
Spirit as a perfon, but as much inferior to the 
Son, as he made the Son inferior to the Father. 

TertuUian in one place evidently confounds 
the Holy Spirit with the Logos^ and therefore it is 

* ApoU u p. 4.3» t lb* p. S9» } lb. p. 87. 
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plain that he had no idea of a proper third per- 
fon in the Trinity. Speaking* of the Spirit of 
God which over-ftiadowed the virgin Mary, he 
faid, ^ It is that Spirit which we caH the word. 
For the fpirit is the fubftance of the word, and 
the word the operation of the fpirit, and thofe 
^^ two are one." But in another place he fays> 
*^ the fpirit is a third after God, and the Son j as 
*' the fruit, proceeding from the branch, is the 
•^ third from the root f." 

Origen Ipeaks of it as a doubt whether the 
Holy Spirit be not a creature of the Son, fincc 
all things are hid to have been made by him :{:• 

Novatius fays§, *' that Chrift is greater than 
*^ the paraclete j for the paraclete would not 
" receive from Chrift, unlefe he was fcfs than 
'' Chrift.'' 

The author of the RecogmtkHs^ a Ipurious 
but an ancient work, and never charged with 
herefy H, fays, *' that the Holy Spirit, the pa^an 
*^ clete, is neither God, nor the Son, but was 
'* made by him that was made, or begotten 
•^ (faSliu per faSfum) viz. by the Son;, the Fa- 
** ther only being not begotten> or made, 

* Ad Praxeanit cap. xxvl. p. 5x5. 

'f lb. cap. viii. Opera^ p. 504. 

X In Joannem Opera, torn. ii. p. 276, 

§ Cap. xxiv. H Lib. ill. cap, viii. 
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One reafon why thofe Fathers who had mo- 
dified their theological tenets by the principle of 
the heathen philofophy did not readily fall into 
the notion of the perfonality, or at leaft the divi- 
nity, of the Holy Spirit, might be that there was 
nothing like it in the philofophy of Plato, which 
had aflifted them fo much in the deification of 
Chrift. A third principle was indeed fometimes 
mentioned by the Platonifts, but this was either 
the foul of the world, or the material creadon 
itfclf J for there are difierent reprefentations of 
the Platonic doftrine on this fubjeft. 

At length, however, the conftant ufage of 
the form of baptifm mentioned by Matthew, 
together with the literal interpretation of our 
Saviour's defcription of the Holy Spirit, pro- 
bably, gave moft of the primitive chriftians an 
idea of its being a perjon ; and the reft of the 
language of Scripture would naturally enough 
lead them to conclude that he mu9: be a divine 
perfon. But it was a long time' before thefe 
things coalefced into a regular fyftem. 

The Fathers of the council of Nice faid no- 
thing about the divinity, or the perfonality of 
the Holy Spirit; nor was it cuftomary in the 
time of Bafil to call the Holy Spirit God. Hilary 
interprets baptizing in the name of the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit, by the equivalent 

cxpreffions 
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cxprcflions of the author, the only begotten^ and the 
lift *. 

That little is faid concerning the feparate 
divinity of the Spirit of God in the fcriptures is 
evident to every body ; but the reafon that Epi- 
phanius gives for it will not be eafily imagined. 
In order to account for the apoftles faying fo little 
concerning the divinity of the Holy Spirit, and 
omitting the mention of him after that of the Fa- 
ther and the Son ; (as when Paul fays, there is 
one God^ and Father of ally of whom are all things^ 
and one Lord Jefus Chrift y by whom are all things) 
he fays that " the Apoftles writing by the infpira- 
*^ tion of the Spirit, he did not chufe to intro- 
** duce much commendation of himfelf, left it 
*' ftiould give us an example of commending 
^^ ourfelvesf." 

What is moft particularly remarkable is, that 
the Fathers of the council of Sardica, held in 
347, a council called by the authority of the em- 
perors Conftance and Conftantius, a hundred and 
fixty biihops being prefent,' of whom Athanafius 
himfelf was one, and two hundred more approv* 
ing of the decrees after they had been fent to 
them (a council in which it ims decreed that the 
Father, Son, and Spirit, was one hypoftajisy which 

* De Trinitatey lib. ii. Opera, p. ii. 
f Haer, Ivii. Opera, vol* i. p. ^%$* 
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they fay the heretics call acr/o, and that the Father 
never was without the Son, nor the Son without 
the Father) did not diftinguifti between the Holy 
Spirit and the Logos^ iny more than TertuDian 
did in the paffage quoted above. They fay ^* We 
** believe in the paraclete, the Hply Spirit, whom 
" the Lord himfelf promifed and fent. He did 
*' not fufFer, but the man which he put on, and 
^* which Chrift took from the virgin Mary, which 
" could fufFer : for man is liable to death, but 
<^ God is immortal*." 

Bafil fays that " the fpirit is fuperior to a 
^' created being, but the title unbegotten (ay£w»fl®-) 
*' is what no man can be fo abfurd as to prelumc 
*^ to give to any other than to the fupreme God." 
Then, fpeaking of his not being begotten, like 
the Son, but proceeding from the Father; he 
fays "neither let any man think that our refufing 
** to call the Spirit a creature is denying his per^ 
^' fonality {v7ro(/iaffii) -j-. 

The fobjeft might have longer remained in 
this unfettled ftate, if Macedonius an eminent Se- 
miariau, who had been expelled from the church 
of Gonftantinople, had not exprefsly denied the 
divinity of the Holy Spirit ; maintaining, as fome 
fey, that it was only the Spirit or power of God ; 

* Theodority lib. ii. cap. viii. p. 82* 

t Adv. EuAomium, lib. iii. Opera, vol, i. p. 758. 
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or according to others^ that he was a creature 
•like the angek, but fuperior to them. This 
opinion^ being much talked of, had many abet- 
tors, efpecially in Egypt. But Achanafius, who 
was then concealed in the deferts of that country, 
hearing of it, wrote againft it, and he is faid to 
Jiave been the firft who applied the word cmjub^ 
ftantial to the Spirit, it having before been applied 
to the Son only. 

It was fome time, however, before any public 
iK>tice was taken of this opinion of Macedonius ; 
^nd in a council held at Lampiacum in ^5, a 
council demanded by the catholic biihops, though 
the greater number of thofe who actually met 
were Arians, the opinion of Macedonius, as So- 
(Crates the hiftaiian obferves, appeared to have 
gaioed tmore ground (than ever, and would pro« 
.babtly have rbeon the xeceived opinion, had it not 
hcesoi ior the ioterfbrence <^ an orthodox emperor 
in jdae bufineis. 

At longth, in what is called the fecond general 
co^QcU, vhioh was held at Conftantinople in 38 ij 
^nder Theodqfivis the gi^eat, the opinion of Ma- 
xedoaius wa$ condemned, though thirty nlix of the 
-bifhops iH^nt were in favour of it« In the 
cafCB^ dr^wn up bf this council it is faid, " Wc 
^ ibelieve in tjhe iHoly Spirit, the Lord and giver 
^' of life, who proceeded from the Father, and 
^' who ought to Jbe adored a^d glorified with the 

'' Father 
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*' Father and the Son, and who fpake by the' 
** prophets." This claufe is now generally an- 
nexed to the Nicene creed, though no fuch 
thing had been determined at the time of that 
council. 

« 

Thus, at length, the great outline of the pre- 
fent doftrine of the Trinity was completed, 
though many points of lefs confequence ftill re- 
mained to be adjufted, as we ftiall fee in the pro- 
fecution of this fubjeft i and the doftrine of the 
conjubftantiability of the Spirit with the Father 
and the Son, though implied, is not diredtly cx- 
preffed in the decrees of this council. 

As the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift was 
very unpopular at firft, fo that of the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit appears to have been fo too, as 
we may clearly infer from the writings of Bafil. 
He fpeaks * of all people being intcrefted in the 
debate on the fubjeft, and even of his own dif- 
ciples, as prefuming to aft the part of judges in 
the cafe j alking queftions not to learn, but to 
puzzle and confound their teachers. The argu- 
ment by which he reprefents himfelf and his or- 
thodox brethren as moft frequently urged was 
the following : Every thing muft neceffarily be 
either unbegotteriy begotten^ or created. If the Holy 
Spirit be unbegotten, he muft be the fame with 

* Horn, xxvii. Contra Sabdllanos, vol. i. p. 573. 
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the Father, and if he be begotten he muft be the 
Son : If therefore, he be a ferfon diftindt from 
both, he muft be a creature. For the good Fa- 
ther's anfwer to this objeftion I muft refer mj 
reader to his twenty-fcventh homily which is 
againft the Sabellians. 

I Ihall clofe this article with a fhort account 
of the word Trinity y and of the advantage which 
this doftrine gave the heathens. The firft ap- 
pearance of the word Trinity is in the writings of 
Theophilus, biihop of Antioch, but it is not clear 
that by it he meant a Trinity confifting of the 
fame perfons that it was afterwards made to con- 
fift of, and certainly not a Trinity of perfons in 
the Godhead. He fays*, that the three days 
which preceded the creation of the heavenly bo- 
dies on the fourth day, in the firft chapter of 
Gencfis, reprefent the facred myftery of the Tri- 
nity, viz. *'' Gody his word^ and his wifdom'* He 
adds, " the fourth day is the type of man, who 
needs light, that there may be Gody the Logos^ 
wi/dom, and man J* This paflage is certainly 
obfcure enough, and it could hardly have been 
imagined from it that by wifdom he meant the 
Holy Sfirity the third perfon in the modem Tri- 
nity, had not the fame term been ufed by other 
writers, and efpecially by Tatian, who was co- 
temporary with Theophilus. For he alfo makes^ 

* Ad Autolycum, lilwi* p* lo6. 
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a Trinity o(God, his word, and bis wi/dam. About 
the fame titxie Irenseus mentions the fame three 
members^ thou^ he has not the word Trinitjr. 
" There is alwjiys,*' fays he*, " with God his 
^^ word, and wifdom, his Son, and Spirit, by 
*' whom, and in whom, he made every thing 
*' freely." After this we find the word Trinity in 
common ufe, but long before it was ima^ned 
chat the three perfons who conftituted it were 
confubftantial, coeternal, and equal in power and 
glory. 

Both the ferm and the doSlrine of the Trinity 
occur in a piece entitled Expofitio Fidei, afcribed 
to Juftin Martyr ; but this is evidently fpurious^ 
and of a date much later than the time of Juftin. 
It is remarkable too that Clemens Alexandrinus, 
^ho was in the very centre of the Platonifm of 
tbofe days, and who did not write till after Theo- 
philus, never ufes the term but once, and then it 
is to denote the bond of chriftian graces, /wVi&, 
bope^ and charity f. 

We cannot wonder that this introduftion of 
new objefts of worfhip by chriftians, fhould not 
pafs unnoticed by the heathens ; and as it was 
chiefly a wifli to recommend their religion to 
pthers, that gave them their original bias towards 
cxftlting the perfon of Chrift, they were very 

* Lib* iv. cap. xxxvii. p» 33o« f Strom* lib. iv. p* 495* 

properly 



Opinions concerning Cbrijt. • 97 

properly punllhed by the advantage which the 
heathens took of this very circumftance. 

'T\l$incamati(m of the eternal word, appears to 
have been a fubjed of ridicule to Celfus, who 
compares it to the fable of the transfonnations of 
Jupiter, in the hifiory of Danae, &c. He alfo 
juftifies the polytheifm of the heathens by the ex- 
ample of the chriftians in this relpeft. ** If chrif- 
** tians," fays he *, '* worlhipped only one God, 
** they might have fome pretence for defpifing 
*' all others j whereas they render thefe immenfe 
honours to a mere upft^rt." To this, Origen 
anfwers, by alleging the text, / and my Father are 
one J explaining it by all^ the difciples being of one 
heart and one mind. But fo might the heathen 
gods have been one. 

The emperor Julian did not overlook this 
obvious topic of reproach to chriftians. He par- 
ticularly upbraided them with calling Mary the 
mother of God^ and charges them with contradift* 
ing MofeS) who taught that there is but one 
God. 



^ Contra Celfum, lib. viii. p. 385. 
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SECTION VIII. 

nt Itftary of the DoStrine of the "Trimty from the 
Councils of Nke and Confiantinople, till after the 
Eufyebian Controverfy. 

JlSeFORE I relate what was peculiar 
to thofe who obtained the name of orthodox in 
this controverfy, I fhall juft mention the divifions 
of the Ariansj which contributed much to the 
prejudice of their cauie, as they often proceeded 
to great violence againft each other. 

The original and proper Arians held fimply,' 
that the Son was created out of nothings fometimc^ 
before the creation of the world, which they faid 
was made by him. But they did not immediately 
attend to the proper confequences of their doc- 
trine, but generally fuppofed that the nature of 
Chrift was fomething//»//^r to that of God. Af- 
terwards however, Aetius, and after him Euno- 
mius, maintained that Chrift being a creature, 
muft have a nature wholly differ eyit from that of 
God, and therefore unlike it. From this the pro- 
per Arians were termed Anomoeans, Aetians, and 
Eunomians. The emperor Conftantius was of 
the original Arians, but Valens was of the latter 

clafs. 
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In $91, we find mention of another divifion 
among the Arians, viz. whether the Father could 
be properly fo called from all eternity, before he 
liad a Son* On this frivolous queftion, of mere 
words, the Arians are laid to have divided with 
great bitterne^, fo as to have formed feparate 
aflembHes. But it muft be confidered that the 
hiitory of thefe divifions is only given by their 
enemies. Before I give any account of more mo* 
dern Arianifm, I fiiall proceed with the ftate of 
Trinitarianifm after the coiuicil of Nice. 

No fooner was the general outline of the doc- 
trine of three perfons in one God fetfiled. by the 
council of Nice, but the orthodox began to di- 
vide upon quellions of great nicety ; and human 
pafiions and interefls always miidng with thefe 
debates, the diflPerent parties, anathematized each 
other with great violence. 

The firil dilute was about the vie of the word 
lypoftafis^ which we now render ferjon^ but which 
had generally been confidered as very nearly fyno- 
nymous with ejfence (^cna}. In general the Greeks 
underftood it in a different fenfe ; and having in 
view the Sabellians, who were faid to aflert the 
identity of the Father, Son, and Spirit, faid that 
there were three bypoftafes in the divine nature. 
On the other hand, the Latins, willing to oppoiQ 
the Arians, who made the Son to be of a different 
nature from the Father, ufually faid that there 

H 2 was 
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was but mcbypoftajis in the Trinity ; and wc have 
{ctn that the Fathers of the council of Sardica 
had decided in the fame manner. 

This difpute terminated more happily than 
almofl any other in the whole compafs of church 
hiftory. For a council being held on the fubjeA 
at Alexandria in 37 3> the Fathers found that they 
had been difputing about words^ and therefore 
they exhorted chriftians not to quarrel upon the 
fubjeft. Ever after, however> the-phrafeology of 
the Greeks prevailed, and the orthodox always 
fay that there are three hypoftafes, or perfons in 
the unity of the divine effence*. 

By this happy device, and that of declaring 
the doftrine to be incomprehenftble^ the Trinita- 
rians imagine that they fufficiently fcreen them- 
felves from the charge of Polythei/my and Idolatry. 
Whereas if they did but pretend to affix any ideas 
to their words, they muft fee that the device can 
avail them nothing. If by perfon^ or any other 
term which they apply to each of the three mem- 
bers of the Trinity, they mean an intelligent prm-' 
ciple, having a real confcioufnefs, they muft, to all 
intents and purpofes, admit three Gods. This was 
thought to be unavoidable by the council of Sar- 
dica, which therefore afferted one hypoftafis, in 
agreement with the original idea of the Son being 

^ See Suicef 8 Thefaurus, imder ^e word fyfoftafij. 
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an emanation fronfi the Father^ but not feparated 
from his effence. Whereas now the original idea, 
on which the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift 
was formed^ is entirely abandoned, and in reality 
another doArine is received \ a dodtrine which all 
the Antenicene Fathers, who had no idea of any 
diftinftion between bypoftajisy and effence^ would 
have reprobated, as downright polytheiftn. The 
Arians, in a council held at Conftantinople in 360, 
rejefted the ufe of the word bypoftajis^ as applied 
to the Divine Being. 

There feems to have been no reafon why 
Chrift ihould have been fuppofed to have had 
any more than one intelligent principle ; and yet 
we have feen that fome of the Antenicene Fa- 
thers thought there was in Chrift a proper 
human Jouly befides the LogoSy which confti- 
tuted his divinity. But perhaps they might have 
been reconciled to this opinion by the popular 
notion of daemons pofleffing men, who yet had 
fouls of their own. Or by Anma^ which is the 
word that TertuUian ufes, they might mean the 
Jenfitive princifk in man, as diftinft from xhtAni^ 
pmsy or rational principky a diftinftion which wc 
find made by. Cicero, and others.. 

However, after the council of N ice, and about 
the year 370, Apollinaris the younger, biihop of 
Laodicea, who had diftinguilhed himfelf by tak- 
ing an aftive part againft the Arians, being at- 
tached 
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tached tb the principles of the platonic philoifo* 
phy (according to which there are three principles 
in man, viz. his bodyy together with the rational 
zfA/enJitivefoul, but not iftore than thefe ^ree) 
thought that the hodjy tht/enfitive principle^ and 
the Logos were fufEcient to conftitute Chrift ; and 
therefore he ifferted that Chrift had no proper 
human foul. In confequence of this he was 
charged with maintaining that the deity fufiered 
on the crofs j but whether he himielf avowed this 
opinion does not appear. This dodbrine, which 
was fo far analogous to that of the Arians^ rhat it 
fuppofed one intellig<!nt principle in Chrift, was 
Wefl received by great nnniibers of chriftians in 
all the eaftern provinces of the Roman emphr s 
but it was condemned in a fynod at Rome, and 
being likewife borne down by imperial authority, 
at length it became e)ctin£b, 

Whifton, who Was certainly ivell read in chrif- 
tian antiquity, aflerts^ that Athanafius feems 
never to have heard of the opinion of Chrift hav* 
ing any other loul than his divinity, and that the 
idea of a human and rational foul in Chrift was 
one of the laft branches of this herefy. This wri- 
ter alfo affertsf., that there does not appear in 
Athanafius's treatife on the incarnation the leaft 
fign of the bypoftatical union, or communication 
of properties, which he fays the orthodox have 

f Colkftion of Records, p, 74.. f lb. p. 75. 

been 
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been fince forced to dcvifc in fupport of their 
notions. 

This bufinefs^ however, was finally fettled on 
the occafion of what is called the herefy of Nef- 
torius, biffaop of Conftantinople, which though 
finall in its origin, had great con&quences, the 
effeds of it remainmg to this day. 

This being an age in which great compli- 
ments were paid to the virgin Mary, among 
other appellations it became cuftomary to call 
her the mother of God^ and this was a favourite 
term with the followers of ApoUinaris. This 
phrafeology Neftorius, who had diftinguiflied 
himfelf by his oppofition to the Apollinarians, 
declared to be improper, and faid it was fuffi- 
cient to caH her the mother ofChrifi^ To juftify 
this, he was led to affert that there are tito difiinh 
natures in Cbrijf, ihc divine and the human, and 
that Mary was the mother of the latter only. 

This doftrine had many followers, and even 
the monks of Egypt were induced, in confequencc 
of it, to difcontinue their cuilom of calling Mary 
die mother of God. Cyril, then bifliop of Alex- 
andria, a man of a haughty and imperious tem- 
per, was highly offended at this 5 and having en- 
gaged in his intereft Celeftine bifhop of Rorne^ 
he ailembled a council at Alexandria, in 430, and 
m this council the opinion of Neftorius was con- 
demned^ 
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demned, and a levere anathema was pronounced 
againil him. 

Ncftorius, not being moved by this, excom- 
municated Cyril in his turn. But at length The- 
odofius the younger called a general council at 
Ephefus, in 431, in which Cyril, though a party 
concerned, prefided; and without hearing Ncf- 
torius, and during the abfence of many bi(hops 
who had a right to fit in that council, he was 
condemned, and fent into banilhment, where he 
ended his days. 

In this fadious manner was the great doc-- 
trine of the hypqftatical union of the two natures 
in Chrift (which has ever fince been the do£hine 
of what is called the catholic church) eftabliihed. 
The opinion of Neftorius, however, was zea- 
loufly maintained by Barfumas bi(hop of Nifibisj 
and from this place it was Ipread over the Eaftj^ 
where it continues to be the prevailing doftrine • 
to this day. The opinion of Neftorius was alio 
received in the famous fchool of Edefla, which 
contributed greatly to the fame event.. 

This controverfy was in faft, of confiderable 
confequence, there being fome analogy between 
the doftrine of Neftorius and that of the antient 
unitarians, or modern Sociniansj as they both 
maintained that Chrift was a mere man. But 
whereas the Socinians fay that the divinity of the 

Father 
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Father rcfided in Chrift, the Neftorians fay that 
it was the Lagosy or the fecond perfon in the 
Trinity, that refided in him. 

But this union between the Son of God and 
the fon of many they faid was not an union of 
naturcy or of perfon, but only ofwill and affeSioUi 
and that Chrift was carefully to be diftinguiftied 
from God, who dwelt in him, as in a temple. 
In this manner did the Neftorians,' who had had 
feveral difputes among themfelves, fetde the 
matter, in feveral councils held at Nifibis*. 

The oppofition that was made to the herefy 
of Neftorius produced anbther, formed by Eu- 
tyches, abbot of a convent of monks at Conftan- 
tinople,' who had had a great hand in the con- 
demnation of Neftorius. Eutyches was fo far 
from being of the opinion of Neftorius, that he 
aflerted that there was but one nature in Chrift, 
and that was the droine or the incarnate word. 
Hence he was thought to deny the human nature 
of Chrift; but he was generally fuppofed to 
mean that the human nature was abforbed in the 
divine, as a drop of honey would be abforbed, 
and no more diftinguiftied if it ftiould fall into 
die fea. There were other explanations and dif- 
tmdtions occafioned by this doftrine, which !• 
think it not worth while to recite. 

* Mofhetm, vol. I. p. 412. 

It 
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It may be proper, however, to obfcrve, that 
the minds of many pcrlbns, efpecially in Egypt, 
were prepared for this opinion by another which 
had obtained there, and which I have obferved 
to have been maintained by Hilary, viz. that die 
body of Chrift was incorruptible, and not (libjeft 
to any natural infirmity. Theodofius the Great 
fell into this opinion in his old age. According to 
this dofbrine, the human nature of Chrift, being 
of ib exalted a kind, might eafily be fuppofed to 
have become fo in confequencc of its being ab- 
forbed, as it were, in the divine ; fo as to par- 
take of its properties. It was, therefore, no 
wonder that they fhould exprefs themfdves as if 
they confidered Chrift as having, in &6b, but 
one nature ♦. 

Eutyches was condemned by a council held 
ac Conftantinople, probably in 448, and in con* 
lequence of it was excommunicated and depoled. 
But he was acquitted by another council held at 
Ephefus, in 449. However, in a gener^d coun* 
cil, called tbefourtby held at Chakedon, in 451, 
he was condemned finally, and fi-om that time it 
has been the dodlrine of what is called the ^n- 
tbolic churchy that " in Chrift there are two iif- 
^^ tinS naturesy united in me ferfoUy but without 

^' any change, mixture, or conftifion/' 



• Sueur, A. D. 563. 
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The dodrine of Eutycbes continued to be 
profefled by many notwithftanding the decrees of 
the council. It was almofl: univerfally received 
in die patriarchates of Antioch and Alexandria, 
and ft is fiiund in the Eaft to this day. In 535, 
the £«itychian8 divided, fome of them maintain- 
ing diat there were fome things which Chrifl: 
did not know, while others afierted that he 
knew every dung, even die time of the day of 
judgment. 

By the decifion of the council of Chalcedon, 
the modem doftrine of the trinity was nearly 
completed, the union of the iwo natures m Chrifi: 
correfponding to that of the three perfons in the 
deity : and it was thought to anfwer many ob-« 
jc6tions to the divinity of Chrift from the lan-^ 
guage of die fcriptnres, in a better manner than 
the Antenicene Fathers had been able to do. 
Thefe frankly acknowle<%ed 9 ireal fupqiority 
in the Father with relpefl: to the whole nafure of 
Chrift; but the later Trinitarians, by means of 
this convenimt diftin£Hon of two natures in me 
ferjony could iuppofe Chrift to i)e fidly equal to 
die Father as God^ at the fame time that he was 
inferior to him as mm ; to know the day of judg- 
ment as God, no lefs than the Father himfelf^ 
diough, at the fame time, he was intirely igno- 
rant of it confidered as man. 
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It might fcem, however, to be fomc objedkion 
to this fcheme, that, according to it> the evan- 
gelifts muft have intended to fpeak of one pari 
of Chrift only, and to affirm concerning that^ 
what was by no means true of his whole perjfon; 
at the fame time that their language cannot be 
interpreted but fo as to include his whole perlbiu 
For certainly it is not natural to fuppofe that 
by the word Cbrift they meant any thing \c& 
than his whole perfon* Much lefs can we fijp- 
pofe that our Saviour Ipeaking concerning bim^ 
Jelf could mean only a part of himfelf. By means 
of this diftindion, modern Trinitarians are able 
to fay that the human nature of Chrifl: only fiif- 
fered, and yet its union with the divine nature 
(though it was fo imperfeft an union as to com- 
municate no fenfation to it) was fufficient to give 
it the fame merit and efficacy as if it had been 
divine. To fuch wretched expedients, which do 
not defcrve a ferious confideration, are the ad- 
vocate%for this chriftian polytheifm reduced. 

Thus, to bring the whole into a Ihort com<» 
pafs, the firft general council gave the Son the 
fame nature with the Father, the fecond admit- 
ted the Holy Spirit into the Trinity, the third 
affigned to Chrifl: a human foul in conjunftion 
with the eternal Logos^ the fourth fettled the hy- 
pofl:atical union of the divine and human nature 
of Chrifl:^ and the fifth affiirmed, that in confe* 

quencc 
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,.Vjucncc of this union, the two natures confti- 

^ 'ituted only one perfon. It requires a pretty good 

memory to retain thefe diflinftions, it being a 

bufinefs of words only, ideas not bemg concerned 

in it. 

Before I proceed any farther, it may not be 
amiis to ^ve a brief account of fome other parti- 
culars relating to the Eutychian dodtrine, though 
they were hardly heard of in this part of the 
world ; and the opinions that were then enter- 
tained in the Eail are not worth reciting, except 
to (hew into* what abfurdities men may fallj 
when they get out of the road of plain truth and 
common fenfe. 

The decilions of the council of Chalcedon 
were condemned by thofe who called themfelvej 
MoHCfphyfiteSy a fe£k which fprung from the £u« 
tychians. They maintained that the divinity 
and humanity of Chrift were lb united, as j:o con-- 
ftitute only one nature^ yet without any change, 
confufion, or mixture of the two natures. Say- 
ing that in Chrift there is one nature^ but that 
nature is two-fold and compounded. 

In the fixth century, the Monophyfites ac-- 
quired new vigour by the labours of a monk, 
whole name was Jacob, furnamed Baradeus, or 
Zanzales, and who died bilhop of Edefia. From 
him the feft of Monophyfites now go by the- 

name 
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name di Jacobites in the eaft. The Monopliy^ 
fites were afterwards divided into a variety of 
other fefts ; and the Armenians^ who are of that 
denomination, are governed by a bifhop of their 
own, and are di(lingui(hed by various rites and 
opinions from the other Monophyfites. 

It was long debated among the Monc^y-^ 
fites whether the body of Chrift was created or 
uncreated, and whether it was corruptible or noC| 
and fonr^ of them maintained that though it was 
corruptible, it was never adually corrupted, but 
was preferved from corruption by the energy of 
the divine nature. The Mono^jrfites had alio 
many controverfies concerning the fufferin^ of 
Chrifti and among them Xenias of Hierapolis 
maintained that Chrift fufFered pain not in his 
nature, but by a fubmiffive act of his will. 
Some of them alia afHrmed, that all things were 
known to the divine nature of Chrift, but not to 
his human nature. 

From the controverlies among the Mono* 
phyfites, there arofe a feft called Tritheifts, the 
chief of whom was John Afcufnage, a Syrian phi- 
lofopher, who imagined that in the deity there 
are three natures or fubftances, joined together 
by one common effence. The great defender of 
this opinion was John Phylophonus, an Alexan*- 
drian philofopher. A third fe£t was that of the 
Pamianifts, fo called from Damian, biJhop of 

Alexandria. 
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Alexandria. They diftinguifhed the divine ejfence 
from the three perfonSyZTid. denied that each per- 
fon was God, when conlidered in itfelf, and ab- 
ftradedly. frooi the other two. But they faid 
there was a common divinity y by the joint partici- 
pation of which each perfon was God *. 

Had thefe fubtle diftinftions occurred while 
the Roman empire was united under the one 
head, councils would probably have been calkd 
to decide concerning them, folemn decrees,* 
with the ufual tremendous anathemas annexed 
to them, wouM have been made, and the Atha- 
nafian creed would not then, perhaps have beea 
the mod: perplexed and abfurd thing impofcd 
upon the confciences of chriftians. 

• Moiheim» vol. i. p, 475. 
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SECTION IX. 

* 

^e State of the DoSlrine of the Trinity in the 

Latin Cburcb. 

Jr ROM the time of the complete fe- 
paration of the eaftem and weftern empires^ the 
Greek and Latin Churches had but little con- 
ne£tion^ and their writings being in different lan- 
guages^ were very little known to each other; 
few of the Latins being able to read Greeks or 
the Greeks Latin. Though, therefore, the mem- 
bers of both churches were much addifted to 
theological difcuflions, they took a quite diflferent 
turn, and except upon very^ particular occalions, 
did not interfere with each other. 

With refpedt to the doftrine of the Trinity,- 
there was this difference between the eailern and 
weftern churches, that as the eaftern empire was 
under one head, and the emperor J'refided - at 
Gonftantinople, which was the centre of all the 
Grecian literature, he frequently interfered with 
the dilputes of the ecclefiaftics ; in confequencc 
of which councils were called, decrees were 
made, and the orthodox articles of faith imme- 
diately inforced by imperial authority. Whereas 
the weftern empire being broken into many 

partSj 
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parts^ and the ftudious theologians difperf^ in 
different convents all over Europe, their fpecula* 
tions were more free ; and though the authority of 
the pope preferved a kind of union among them^ 
yet the popes of the middle ages being fovereign 
princes, feldom interfered with religious tenets, 
unlefs they had fome apparent influence with 
relpedt to their Ipiritual or temporal power* 
This was perhaps the reafon why no new coun- 
cils were caUed, and no new decrees were mad^ 
re^£ting the dodrine of the Trinity^ 

Since however, what had been determined by 
the firft general councils was received in the 
Weft, as well as in the Eaft, the liberty of (pe- 
culating on this fubjeft was very much confined; 
fo that inftead of inventing doftrines materially 
new, divines rather confined therhfelves to de- 
vifing new modifications, and new modes of ex- 
plaining the old ones. In this field the human 
faculties have perhaps appjeared to as great ad- 
vantage as in any other, within the whole conri* 
pafs of fpeculation. We are only apt to r^ec 
that fuch wonderful abilities, and fo much time, 
fhould have been employed on no better objefts. 
But when, in fome future period, all the labours 
of the mind of man (hall be compared, it will, I 
doubt not, appear, that the ftudies of tiicjcbool^ 
meHj to whom [ am now alluding, were not 
without their uie. 

t ^rivolousji 
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Frivolous, however, as I think the obje£)r 
of their enquiries were, I do not think that 
the world could ever boaft of greater men, with 
refpedt to acutenefs of fpeculation, than Peter 
Lombard, and Thomas Aquinas, efpecially the 
latter. When I only look over the contents ctf 
his Summa, and fee the manner in which a few 
articles are executed (for no Proteftant, I ima- 
gine, will ever think it worth his while to read 
many fedtions in that work) and confider the 
time in which he lived, how much he wrote bc- 
fides, and the age at which he died, viz. forty- 
feven, I am filled with aftonifhment. He feems 
to have exhaufted every fubjeft that his own 
wonderful ingenuity could ftart, and among the 
reft the doflrrine of the Trinity has by no meand 
been overlooked by him. 

But the firft who feems to have led the way, 
though in a remote preceding period, to the re- 
finements of the fchooknen in later ages, and 
whofe authority eftablifhed the principal articles 
of orthodoxy, fo that his opinions were gene- 
rally received as the ftandard of faith, was Auftin> 
who flourilhed after the great oudine of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity was drawn in the general 
councils of Nice and Conflantinople. 

In this writer we find the doftrine of the 
Trinity treated in a manner confiderably dif- 
ferent from that of preceding writers. For in 

his 
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his time the do6trine eftablifhed by the general 
councils had afFefted the language commonly 
ufed in treating the fubjcftj fo that words had 
begun to be ufed in fenfes unknown to the an- 
tients. Thus before the council of Nice when- 
ever the word God occurred in the fcriptures, 
and the fupreme God was meant by it, it had 
always been underitood as referring to the Fa- 
ther only ; and in this manner all the antient 
Fathers explained cycty paffage in which the 
word God, as diftinguifhed from Chrift, oc- 
curred; and they had recourfe to fuch expedients 
as have been mentioned in the early period of 
this hiftory, to account for the divinity of Chrift, 
without fuppofing that he hacl any tide to be 
comprehended under that general expreflion. 

But in the writings of Gregory NazianMff, 
Gregory Nyffbn, and Bafil, in the Eaft, and Am*- 
brofe and Auftin in the Weft, we often find the 
words God and 'Trimty to be fynonimous. They 
maintained that aU the three perfons are to be 
iinderftood, though they are not exprefsly inen- 
tioned, and they avowed no real prerogative^ 
whatever to the Father; an idea which would 
have ftaggered all the Nicene Fathers. So far 
was Auftin from foppofing that the Father was 
truly greater than the Son, jchat he fays * " two 
** or three of the perfons are not greater than 
" any one of them/* This, fays he, " the car- 

^ Df TruMune,^ Lib^. viii. Cap. u Operai» rol, iii. p. M^. 
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nal mind does not comprehend, becaufe it can 
perceive nothing to be true, but with refpeft 
f^ to things that are created^ and cannot perceive^ 
" the^ truth itfelfy by which they are created." 
He condemns • thofe who have iaid the Father 
alone is immortal, and invifible, and he blames 
Hilaryf , for afcribing eternity to the Father only. 
He fo far, however, adheres to the language of 
his predeceilbrs, as to fay :|:, that the Father alone 
is God of God (ex Deo), But by this he could not 
mean what the Nicene Fathers meant by it. 

Auftin is alio bolder, and more copious, in 
his illuftrations of the dodrine of the Trinity, 
by comparifoos with other things ; though the 
doftrine being farther removed from human 
comprehenfion, it was then become much lefs 
capable of being explained in that way. Among 
other things he finds a refemblance of the Tri- 
nity in the memory , underjianding, and will of 
man§. But then none of thefe powers, fepa- 
rately taken, conftitute a man, and his other 
comparifons are, by his own confcffion, ftiU more 
lame and inadequate than this. 

As my readers will probably wiih to fee in 
what manner fome of thofe texts of fcripture, 
which are ufually alleged in fupport of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, were underftood by this 

* Lib. ii. Cap. viii. p. 267. f Lib vi. Cap. x. p. 33a. 

} Lib. XV. Cap. xvii. p« 463. § Lib. x. Cap. xi. p. 376. 
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writer, I Ihall recite his interpretation of a few 
on which they have feen the comments of the 
earlier Fathers, that they may fee, how the doc- 
trine itfelf had changed in his time. He explains 
John xiv. a8. My Father is greater than /, by 
faying*, that " Chrift having emptied himfelf 
*' of his former glory, and being in the form of 
*' a fcrvant, was then lefs, not only than his Fa- 
** ther, but even than himfelf^ even at the very 
** rime in which he was Ipeaking; for he did hot 
" fo take the form of a fervant as to lofe the 
*' form of God." He explains Chrift giving up 
the kingdom to God even the Father, by faying that, 
the whole Trinity is intended in that exprcffion, 
himfelf and the Holy Spirit not excluded f. His 
manner of explaining Mark xiii, 32, in which it 
is faid that the Son knows not the time of the day of 
judgment, is ftill more extraordinary. For he 
fays \, that by not knowing is to be underftood 
his not making others to know* He fecms to un- 
derftand, Phil. iv. 6, of a perfeft equality with 
God. And laftly he fays, that by the Father 
and Son being one, we are to underftand the con- 
fubflantial unity of the Son with the Father §. 
Moft of thefe interpretations were then quite 
new, but now thefe, or flich as thefe, are in the 
mouths of all Trinitarians. 

* Lib i. Cap. rii. p. 246. x$o. f Lib. !• Cap. %• p« 950. 
X }b. Cap. xix. d. 153. § Lib. iv. Cap. ix« p. 303. 
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After Auftin we find a long period of great 
darknefs in the wellerA church, and in this pe- 
riod his credit was firmly eftablifhed; fo that we 
find him quoted as an authority, almoft equal to 
that of the councils, and even the icriptures 
themlelves. But the age of great refinement in 
ipeculation began about the time of Berenger, 
and Anfelm, two of the grcateft fcholars of their 
time J and had not the former of them been un- 
fortunately heterodox in the dodrine of eucha- 
rift, he would have been the moft celebrated for 
his learning and abilities of all his cotemporaries. 

Anfelm, though he writes with wonderful 
acutenefs, is not fyftematicaL He does not pro* 
feflcdly treat of the Trinity, and indeed we find 
little in him that is particularly remarkable on 
this fubjeft, befides an obfcure intimation, that 
the^jJpArine might have been known by natural 
reafon*. In proving the eternity of Chrift, he 
fays f, " Chri/i is the wifdom of God^ and the fowctr 
*' of God'y if, therefore, God had ever been with- 
" out Chrift he muft have been without wifdom 
*^ and without power." And he fays J, that 
*' Chrift by his own power rofe from the dead." 
Laftly, in anfwer to the queftion why we may 
not as well fay there are two perfons in Chrift, as 

* Ad RomanjiSy Cap.i. vol. ii. p. 11, 
•f* Ad. Cor, Cap. i. vol. ii. p. loi, 
I Ad Rpm. Cap* x. vol. ii. p. 67, 

two 
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4wo natures^ he fays ♦, *' as in God> the Father, 
^* Son, and Spirit, are three perfons, and but 
** one God 5 io in Chrift, the Godhead is one 
'^ peribn, and the manhood another perfon ; and 
** yet thefe arc not two perfons but one perfon*" 
My readers, I hope, will not be difappointed in 
finding no great light on this fubjed from this 
learned archbiihop; nor mud he form much 
higher expe6btions either from Peter Lombard, 
or Thomas Aquinas* 

Peter Lombard has many new diftindUons 
On the fubje£l: of the Trinity, and, as an article 
of fome curiofity,* I fhall recite a few things 
from him, as well as from Thomas Aquinas^ 
who wrote in the century following, and who is 
abundandy miore cc^ious^ as well ^ more fyf*^ 
tematical, 

Peter Lombard illuftrates Auftin's compa- 
■rifoh of the three peribns in the Trinity, to the 
memory y underftandingy and mU of man, by ob- 
serving f , that they all comprehend one another. 
" Thus we can fay, I remember that I rememr 
^^ ber, that I underftand, and that I will ; I can 
*^ alfo fay I underftand that I underftand, that I 
^* remember, and that 1 will; and laftly]! can fay 
^^ I will that I wiH, underftand and remember." 
He decides the queftion whether the Father 

^ De Incarnatione^ Cap. y« yoI. iii. p, 39. 
f Lib. u Dift« ill* p. »!• 
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begat the Son willingly or unwillingly ; by £iy- 
ing*, that he begat him by nature^ and not by 
mil (natura non voluntate) fo that he retained 
the idea, without adopting the oflfenfive exprcf- ' 
fion nokns. It is fomething extraordinary that 
he ownsf, that he cannot diftinguifh between 
the generation of the Son, and the proceffion oi 
the Spirits 

After aflertingj;, after Auftin, that no one 
perfon in the Trinity is lefs than the other two» 
or than all the three ; he fays, *^ he that can re* 
*' ceive this, let him receive it; he that cannot^ 
*' let him however believe itf^ and let him pray 
** that what he believes he may underftand/* In 
this, which is certainly not a little curious, this 
fubtle writer feems to have been followed by 
fome moderns ; and the laft article I fhall quote 
from him is not lefs curious, though I behcvc 
none of the modems will chufe to adopt his lan« 
guage, which, hpwever, is very honeft. After 
afking why, as we fay that the Father is God, 
the Son God, and the Holy Spirit God, we may 
not fay there are three Gods. " Is it," fays he, 
*' becaufe the fcripture does pot fay fo §. But 
^' neither does the fcripture fay that there arc 
^* three perfons in the Trinity. This, however, 
f^ does not contradiSl the fcripture, which lays 

* Lib. u Did. vi« p. 42. f lb. Dift. xiii* p. 73* 
I lb. Dift. XiX. p. X 15. § lb. Dift. xxiii. p. 136. 

nothing 
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^* nothing about it ; whereas it would be a con- 
^* tradidtion to the fcripture to fay there are three 
** Gods J becaufe Mofes fays. Hear O Ifrael, the 
** Lord thy God is one Lord/' As to a contra- 
diftion with refpeft to reqfon and common fenfe^ 
this writer feems to have made no difficulty of 
it, not having thought it worth his while to take 
it into confideration. 

I muft mention another peculiarity of Petc^ 
Lombard, becaufe it was the occafion of fomc 
controverfy. He made fome diftinftion betweea 
the divine ejfence and the three perfons in the God^ 
bead. But on this he was attacked in a large 
work by Joachim, abbot of Flora, who denied 
that there was any ejence, or any thing that be- 
longed in common to the three perfons, by 
which xh^u Jubftantial union was taken away, and 
nothing but a numerical or moral union was left. 
This explication was, therefore, condemned by 
Innocent the third, in 1215*. 

Though Thomas Aquinas writes very largely 
on the fubjeft of the Trinity, he has not mucn 
that is peculiar to himfelf. He defines a ferfm \ 
to ^* be an individual fubftance of a rational na- 
ture," and pretends to demonftrate, a priori^ that 

diere muft be more perfons than one in the 

« 

^ Moflieim, Vol. iii* p. 1 34.. 

t Sumina» Part u In. xxix. Art. i. p. 70* 

divine 
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divine eflcnce *j but not more dian three \. And 
laftly, after aflbting that the Holy Spirit pro* 
ixeds from the Son» as well as from the Father, 
he fays :|;^ that the Father and Son are but one 
^origin (ynum principium) of the Holy Spirit. 



SECTION X. 

3T&^ WJiory of the DoSrine of the Trimfy after tU 

Eutycbian Controverfy. 

A H E doftrine of the Trinity, as it was 
ever held in the wcftern part of the world, had 
now received its laft improvements ; and indeed 
continued with little alteration from the time of 
Auttio. A few more fubdeties, however, were 
ftarted upon the fubjeft, efpecially in the Eaft, 
which require to be noticed* 

In 519, fome monks of Syria, at the head of 
whom was P. FuUo, having a dilpute with one 
Viftor, a deacon in Conftantinople, whom thsf 

* Summa, Qu* xxx. p. ys. f lb. Qu. xxxvL p. 80. 

X lb. Qu. xxxiii. p, 85* 

accufed 
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accuied. of bebg a Nefboriao, infiilied upon his 
faying that ow (f the ferfons in the Trinity was cru^ 
cified for us^ an expreifion which no Neftorian 
would ufe. They both appealed to the pope's 
legates^ who were then at Conftantinople. Buc 
tiiough thefe thought the words capable of a good 
fenfe, yet fince they might be fufpefted of the 
Eutychian herefy, they thought it was better not 
to ufe them. The monks not fatisfied with this 
decifion^ appealed to pope Hormifdas, who con- 
demned the cxpreflion, but his fucceiTor John 
approved of it. Then, finding that the expreflion 
was not generally reliffaed they propofed to change 
it, and to fay that the Logos ^ or the wordy bad/uf^ 
feredfor us ; but this was alfo thought to favour 
too much of Eutychianifm *. Happily thi3 
controvcrfy ended without very ferious confe-* 
quences» 

It has bee;i ob^brved that all the antienl: or- 
thodox Fathers fuppofed that there was a dme 
when the Son of God was not, and that the Logos 
becanne a perfou immediatdy before the creation 1 
having been originally nodiing but an attribute of 
the divine nature. This opinion, it feems, was not 
quite cxtin£t in the year 529. For we then find 
A decree of a fynod of Vaifon in France, con- 
demning it, and the preamble fhews that the 
opinion was pretty gcnmL " Becaufc,** lay they. 



" not 
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^* not only in the apoftolical fee, but alio in the 
^ Eafty and in all Africa and Italy, heretics blaf- 
" phemed, faying that the Son of God was not 
^ always with the Father, but had a beginning 
*• in time, they ordered it to be chanted in the 
•* common fervice. Glory to the Father, and to 
** the Son, and to the Holy Spirit, as it was in 
*^ the begifining'\ A form which has continued to 
be in ufe ever fince ♦. 

The next controvcrfy of which I (hall g^vc 
an account fhews, at the fame time, the lubdety 
of the mind of man in deviling diftinAions, and 
the impotence of power to rcftrain or guide it 
In the feventh century the emperor Heraclius, 
confidering the detriment which his empire re- 
ceived from the migration of the perfecuted Nef- 
torians, and their fettlement in Perfia, was very 
defirous of uniting the Monophyfites, and thought 
to prevent the diverfity of opinions among them 
by inducing them to accede to the following pro- 
polition (fuggefted to him, it is faid, by Ana- 
ftafius, the chief of the Jacobites, and who pre- 
tended to renounce Eutychianifm, in order to be 
made bifhop of Antioch) " there was in Jefus 
** Chrift, after the union of the two natures, but 
*' one will and one operation." Accordingly he 
publiflied. an edift in favour of this dodtrine, which 
was called that of the Monotbelifes, in 630. 

• Sucur. 

It 
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It was afterwards conBrmed in a council^ and 
for Ibmc time feemed to have the intcilded tStOu 
But foon after it was the occasion of new and 
violent animofities, in confequence of the oppo- 
fition made to it by Sophronius a monk of Pa^ 
leftine. He, being raifed to the fee of Jerufalem, . 
was the occafion of a council being held at Con* 
ftantinople in 680, which was called thcjixtb ge^ 
neral council^ in which the doftrine of the Mono- 
thelites was condemned. Notwithftanding this 
condemnation, this dodrine was embraced by the 
Mardiates, a people who inhabited Mount Li- 
faanus, and were afterwards called Maronites^ 
from Maro their firft bifhop^ but in the thirteenth 
century they joined the church of Rome*. 

In the condemnation of this doftrine, k Is re^ 
markable that it was not dated, nor any thing op* 
polite to it afferted 5 the writings only which con- 
tained it Jbeing condemned, as containing propofi- 
dons '^ impious, and hurtful to the foul;'' and thef 
were therefore ordered to be exterminated and 
burned. It is, mdeed, no wonder that thofe who 
are called orthodox with refpcA to the dodrine of 
the Trinity, fhould be embarrafied with Iwo in-' 
teUigent principles in one perfon> in w^hat manner 
foever they may imagine them to be united. If 
there be but one intelligent principle> or nature, 
there can be but one wUl^ but if there be two in*- 

* Moflttini, Tol. it. p. }f • Sueur, A. D, 619. and 6So. 

telligenc 
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telligent principles, it is natural to expeft two 
wills. But then what certainty can there be that 
thefe two wills will always coincide^ and what 
inconvenience would there not arifc from thdr 
difference ? 

The chriftian Fathers who firft imagined that 
Chrift was the Logos of the Father, had no dif- 
pute about the fenfe in which he was the fen rf 
God. That he was fo by adoption, and not in 
his own nature, as immediately derived from God^ 
had been peculiar to thofe who held his proper 
humanity. But in the eighth century, Felix (fe 
Urgela in Spain, would have introduced a difl 
tinftion in this cafe, in faft uniting the two opi- 
nions. For he held that, with relpeft to his divine 
nature, Chrift was truly and properly the Son of 
God, but with refpeft to his human nature, he 
was fo only by adoption. But this opinion was 
condemned in feveral councils, and efpecially 
in one held by Charlemagne at Ratifbon, in 
792*. 

But the moft ridiculous of all opinions that 
was, perhaps, ever ferioufly maintained, and which 
yet proceeded from an unfeigned relpeft to Chrift 
(and which I mention only to relieve my readers 
from their attention to things that were cither 
of a more ferious nature, or that had more ferious 

* Mofheim, vol. ii. p, xoo* 

coniequence^) 
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confequences) was one that was ftarted in thft 
ninth century, about the manner in which Chrift 
ivas born of the virgin. For Pafchafius Radbert, 
the fame who was fo much concerned in efl:abli(h« 
ing the doArine of tranfubftantiation, compofed 
in this century an elaborate treatife, to prove that 
Chrift was born without his mofher^s womb being 
opened, in the fame manner as he fuppofed him*- 
ieif to have come into the chamber where the 
difciples were affembled, after the doors were 
• fliut ♦. 

A controverfy much more fcrious in its con- 
ftquences, as it ended in the final feparation of 
the Greek and Latin churches, was flarted in the 
iame century, about the prcceffion of the Holy Spirit 
In the Nicene creed, with the addition which 
%as afterwards made to it, it is faid, / ielieve iu 
the Holy Spirit y which proceeds from the Father 5 
and by this it was probably meant that the Holy 
S{Mrit> as a diftind: perlbn^ bore a fimilar rektioix 
to the Father, as the fource of divinity, to that 
which the Son, or the Logos^ bore to him. But 
the fcriptures exprefsly afferting that the Spirit 
was fent by the Son, or proceeded from the Son^ 
it probably came by degrees to be imagined, thac 
his fiature wais derived from that of the Son, as 
well as from that of the Father j but we hear no 
cpnfequcncc of this, till the year 447, when the 

« * Mgiteun, yqI. U* p. z6a. 
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yNords fiUoquey were added to the creed^ bjr the 
order of a fynod in Spain^ whence it pafled into 
Gaul. In this date things continued till the dg^th 
century, when the queftion was a good deal ag^^ 
Cated^ as appears by a council at GentiUi held in 
767 ; and in 809 Charlemagne ordered a council 
to be held at Aix-'la-Chapelle^ in which the quef- 
tion concerning the Holy Spirit was difcuflEbL 

In confequence of this^ the Latins, in general 
at leaft, held that the Spirit proceeded from the 
Father and the Son, and in the churches of France 
and Spain the creed was ufually read in this maii^ 
ner, / believe in the Holy Spirit y which from aU iter'* 
nity proceeded from the Father and the Son. Thtt, 
however, was not the pra£kice at Rome, and 
Leo the third, at leaft for fome time, ordered the 
creed to be read as formerly. At length the 
Greeks took offence at this, and Photius bifliop 
of Conftantinople wrote againft it, as an innova* 
tion 5 and after much debating on the fubjefl:, in 
the year 1054, the two churches finally feparated, 
and excommunicated one another on account of 
this difference. 

When an attempt was made to reunite the 
two churches, at the council of Ferrara in 1439^ 
this proceflion of the Holy Spirit was thus ex- 
plained, viz. " The Holy Spirit is eternally from 
** the Father and the Son, and he proceeds from 
^' them both eternally, as from a fingle principle, 

"and 
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^ and by one fingle prdceflion*/' If my readers 
have any ideas fW>m thefe words^ it is itiore dian 
I can pretend to. 

' No people in the world were fo much 
addifted to religious controvcrfy as the Greeks, 
In the later period of that empire, notwithftand- 
ing the declining ftate of their affairs, and the 
perpetual inroads firft of the Saracens, and then 
of the Turks, it continued to be one of their 
moil ferious occupations ; and fome of the em- 
perors themfchres entered into thefe deb^ites, with 
as much eagemcfs as any mere divines. One of 
die moft extraordinary inftances of this occurs in 
the twelfth century, when a warm conteft arofe 
tt Conftantinople about the fenfe of thefe words 
of Chrift, My father is greater than L The em-^ 
peror Emanuel Comnenus held a council upoh 
it, in which he obtruded his own fenfe of them, 
which was, that they related to '* the flelh which 
" was hid in Chrift, and which was fubjeft to 
** fuffering." He not only caufed this decifioli 
to be engraven on a table of ftone, in the prin- 
cipal church of Conftantinople ; but by a public 
edi£k capital punifhments were denounced againft 
all fuch as fhould prefume to oppofe this explana- 
dcMi, or teach any doftrinc repugnant to itf. 
However, the following emperor Andronicus 
cancelled the edid, and did eveiy thing in his 

* Hiftoire des Papes, vol. iv« p« 124. 
f Moflieiniy vol. li. p, 435* 

K power 
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power to put an end to the conteft. But who- 
ther the fevere penalties which he enadfced againft 
thofe who engaged in them had the edefi: he in- 
tended^ we are not told. His meafures do not 
leem to have been better adapted to gwi his txA 
than thofe of his pr^ecefibrs. 

I (ball dofe the account of thefe idle dilpute^^ 
with mendohing one that was ftan^ in Barce- 
lona in 135 1 > concerning the kind of worlhip 
that was to be paid to the blood of Cbrift^ and 
which was revived at Brixen in 1462, when 
Jacobus de Marchia, a celebrated Francifean* 
maintained publicly, that the blood which Chrift 
fhed upon die crofs did not belong to the divine 
nature, and could not be die otge£fc of divina 
worfhip. But the Dominicans oppofed this doc- 
trine, and appealed to Pius IL who contrived to 
put oflF the dec) (ion, fo that the queftion re- 
mains undetermined in the church of Rome to 
this day ♦. 

Lafljy, to conclude this feftion, I muft ob- 
ferve, that about the tenth century, a feflival 
began to be held in honour of the Holy *Trinity^ 
in fome cathedrals, and in monafteries, and that 
John XXII. who diftingui(hed himfelf (b much 
by his opinion concerning the beatific vi(ion, 
fixed the office for it in 1334, and appointed the 

* Moflielm, vol. ili. p. »7o. 
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celebration of it to be on the firft Sunday after 
Pentecoft $ and accordingly on this day it has 
been kept by the church of Rome, and the church 
of England ever fince. 



SECTION xr. 

A general Vttw of the Recovery of the genuine 
DoSirine of Cbrifiianity cofuerning the Nature of 
Cbrift. 

VV E are not able to trace the doftrinc 
of the proper humanity of Chriji much later than 
the council of Nice $ the Arian do&rine having 
been much more prevalent for a confiderable 
time afterwards, efpecially by the influence of the 
emperors Conftantius and Valens; and the Arians 
were no lefs hoftile to this primitive dodrine 
than the Trinitarians themfelves. At length, 
though all the northern nations that embraced 
chriftianity were at firft of the Arian perfuafion, 
yet, chiefly by the influence of the popes, they 
became gradually Trinitarians, and continued (o 
till near the reformation. 

K a The 
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The firft traces that we perceive of the revival 
of the aotient do6trine are among the Albigenfes. 
For I cannot fay that I perceive any among the 
proper Waldenfes, and the Albigenfes were pro- 
bably rather Arians than what we now call Soci- 
nians. It would feem^ however^ that if the 
Waldenfes (the firft reformers from popery, and 
who may be traced as far as the time of Claudius 
bifhop of Turin) were Trinitarians, they did not 
Originally lay much ftrefe on that dodbine. For 
in their confellion of faith, compofed in 1 1 20, 
which was fixty or feventy years before Valdo of 
Lyons, there is nothing under the article of Jejus 
concerning his divinity, nor yet in that of 1 544, 
which was prefented to the king of France, In 
thefe it was only faid that " Chrift was promifed 
" to the Fathers, and was to make fatisfadtion 
** for fin*.*' But after the time of the reforma- 
tion by Luther, the Waldenfes, in a confefHon 
of faith prefented to the King of Bohemia, in 
1535, acknowledge exprefsly '* one efTence of 
^ divinity in three perfons, according to the 
•* Nicene creed and that of Athanafius," both of 
which they mention f. 

But no fooner were the minds of men at fiill 
liberty to fpeculate concerning the doctrines of 
chriftianity, and circiTrnftances excited them to 
it, but, while Luther and Calvin retained the 

• Leger'8 Hiftoire, p. 94. 109. f lb. p. 97. 
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commonly received opinion with fefpeft to 
Chrift, there were many others of that age who 
revived the primitive dodrine, though there were 
Arians among them. The greater number, how- 
ever, were of thofe who were afterwards called 
Socinians, from Fauftus Socinus, who diftin- 
guifhed himfelf by his writings among thofe of 
them who fettled in Poland, where they had 
many churches, and continued in a fiourifhing 
ftate till the year 1658, when they were, with 
great cruelty and injuftice, banifhed from that 
country. This event, however, like others of 
a fimilar nature, contributed to the fpreading 
of their doftrine in other countries. 

In England this doftrine appears to have 
had many advocates about the time of the civil 
war, the nioft diftinguilbed of whom were the 
truly learned and pious Mr. Biddle, and his pa- 
tron the moft excellent Mr. Firmin ; and it does 
not appear that there were many, if any, Arians >^ 

among them, the term unitarian being then fyno- 
nimous to what is now called Socinian. After- 
wards, however, chiefly by the influence of Mr. 
Whifton and Dr. Clarke in the efl:abliflied church, 
and of Mr. Emlyn and Mr. Peirce among the 
dilTenters, the Arians became fo much the more 
numerous body, that the old unitarians were in a 
manner extinft. But of hte years. Dr. Lardncr 
and others having written in favour of the fimplc 
humanity of Chrift, this do£lrine has fpread very 

K 3 much^ 
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much, and feems now to be the prcv2uling opi» 
nion anniong thofe who have diilinguilhed diem- 
felves by their freedom of thinking in matters of 
religion. This has been more efpeciallf the cafe 
fince the application made to parliament by fomc 
members of the church of England for relief in 
the bufinefe of fubfcription, and more particularly 
fo fince the ereftion of the unitarian cbapel by Mr, 
Lindfey (who from a principle of confcience, on 
this ground only, voluntarily refigned his prefer- 
ment in the church of England) and the publi- 
cation of his Apology J with its Sequely and other 
excellent works, in vindication of his conduft and 
opinion. 

It is fomething extraordinary, that the Soci- 
nians in Poland thought it their duty as chrif- 
tians, and indeed effential to chriftianity, to pray 
to Jefus Chrift, notwithftanding they believed 
him to be a mere man, whofe prefence with them, 
and whofe knowledge of their fituation, they could 
not therefore be affured of j and though they had 
no authority whatever, in the fcriptures for fo 
doing, nor indeed in the praftice of the primitive 
church till near the time of the council of Nice. 
Socinus himfelf was of this opinion, and is 
thought to have given too much of his counte- 
nance to the imprifonment and other hardlhips, 
which F. Davides fuffered for oppofing it. How- 
ever, the famous Simon Budseus was alfo of thofe 
who denied that any kind pf worlhip ought to 

b^ 
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be paid to Jefus Chrill^ contrary to the opinion 
of Socinus *". 

Many of thofe who went by the name of 
Anabaptifts at the be^nning of the reformation^ 
held the doftrine of the fimple humanity of Chrift ; 
infomuch that before the time of Socinus, they 
generally went by that name. Among theie, one 
of the firft was Lewis Hetzer, who appeared in 
1 524, and who was put to death three years after 
at Conftance f . 

Several of the Socinians of that age held the 
doctrine of the peribnality of the Holy Spirit, 
coniidering him as a being of a iuper-angelic 
order. Of this opinion was Mr. Biddle. 

The firft Arians in England were of the opi- 
nion of the original Arians, viz. that Chrift was 
the firft of all creatures, and even exifted fit)m 
eternity, by an eternal derivation from his eternal 
Father, that he was the immediate maker of the 
world, and of all things viiible and invifible, and 
appeared in a divine character to the patriarchs 
and prophets before he was bom of the virgin 
Mary. But, befides that this dodrine favours of 
that of the pre-exiftence of all human fouls, a 
dodrine which has no countenance in realbn or 
revelation (though it was generally held by phi-- 

* Moiheinif voir iv« p. 199. f lb. toI. iv. p. 1S3* 

K 4 lofophers 



136 il^e Hiftory of 

lofophers at the time that the Trinitarian ^dA, 
Arian do£trines were broached, and indeed fenred 
as a neceflary foundation for them) it has dag- 
gered many, when they refiedi: coolly upon the 
fubjed, to think that fo exalted a being as this, 
an unique in the creation, a being next in dignity 
and intelligence to God himfelf, pofleiled of 
powers abfolutely incomprehenfible by us, fhouU 
inhabit this particular fpot in the univerfe, in pre- 
ference to any other in the whole extent of po*- 
haps a boundlefs creation. 

» 

It cannot, alfo, but be thought a lit{le extra- 
ordinary, that there (hould be no trace of the 
apoftles having ever regardecl their mafter in 
this high light. For, being Jews, they would 
certainly confider him at fir ft as a man like them- 
felves, fince no jew ever expefted any other 
for their Meffiah. Indeed, it can never be 
thought that Peter and others would have made 
fo free with our Lord, as they fometimes did, 
if they had confidered him as their maker ^ and 
the being who fupported the whole univerfe j 
and therefore muft have been prefent in every 
part of the creation, giving his attention to every 
thing, and exerting his power upon every thing, 
at the fame time that he was familiary converting 
with them. Moreover, the hiftory of the tempta^ 
tioriy whether it be fuppofed to be a reality, or a 
vifion, muft be altogether improbable on fuch a 
fuppofition. For what could be the offer of the 

kingdoms 
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kingdoms of this worl4> fuppoQng all of theni^ 
without exception^ to have been intended, to. him 
who made the world, and was already in pofief- 
iion of it. And there is no trace of the apoftles^ 
after their fupernatural illumination, difcovering 
the great miftakc they had been under with re- 
ipeft to this fubjeft. On the contrary, they con-* 
tinued to fpeak as if their former ideas oi him 
had been j oft, never giving him any higher tide 
than th^t of a man approved of God^ ^c. 

If it be fuppofed that while Chrift was on 
earth he ceafed to difcharge the high office he 
held before, viz. Jupperting aU things by the word 
of his power y there wiU be fome difficulty in fup- 
pofing bow J and by whom, it was performed in 
that interval. For certainly it would not have 
been delegated to Chrift, or any other created 
being if there had not been fome impropriety in 
its being done immediately by Qod himjfelf. 
That our Lord had a knowledge of the rank he 
held before he came into the world, muft, I 
think, be allowed by all Arians, if they give any 
attention to many circumftances in gofpel hif- 
tory, efpecially to our Lord's praying for the 
glory which be bad with the Fatbery before the 
foundation of the worlds which all Arians fuppoi^ 
to refer to his pre^exiftent ftatc. 

For thefe, I fuppofe, and other reafons which 
might be alleged, a middle opinion has been 

adopted 
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adopted by fome Arians. For they conGder 
Chrift merely as a pre-exiftent Spirit, but one 
who never had any bufineis out of this world, 
and had no concern in making it; nor do all of 
them fuppole that Chrift was even die medium 
of divine communications to the patriarchs, &c. 
But then they do not feem to conlider that many 
of the texts which, when interpreted literaDy, 
refer to the pre-exiftcnce of Chrift, refer aUb, by 
the fame mode of interpretation, to his being 
the maker of the world, &c. &c. fo that if thefe 
texts do not prove both thefe particulars, they 
prove neither of them. If thofe texts which 
feem to Ipeak of both thefe circumftances, vtT^ 
the pre-^xiftence of Chrift, and his making of 
the world, will admit of fome other conftru6tion, 
much more may thofe which feem to refer to 
his pre-exiftence only, 

Befides, if we once give up the idea of Chrift 
having been the maker of the world, and content 
ourfelves with fuppofing him to have been a 
being of a much more limited capacity, why 
may we not be fatisfied with fuppofing him 
to have been a mere man? The purpofes of his 
miflion certainly could not require more. For 
it cannot be faid that any thing is afcribed to 
him, that a mere man (aided, as he himfelf fays 
he was, by the power of God, his Father) was 
not equal to. And in other refpefts there feems 
to be a peculiar propriety in a man like our- 
felves 
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felves being employed on fuch a commiflion as 
that of Chrift, with" refpedt to mam as his being 
an exannple to us, and efpecially in his refurrec- 
tion being the refurreftion of a man like our- 
felves, and therefore a more proper pattern of 
our own, and confequendy a greater encourage- 
ment to us to look for the fame. So that all 
the advantages of the Socinian hypothefis (and it 
cannot be denied to have fome) are abandoned, 
and yet the peculiar ones of the original Arian 
hypothefis are not preferved, in the more quali- 
fied one, while no new advantage can be claimed 
by it. For all that can be faid in its favour is, 
that the mind does not revolt at it quite fo 
much, as at the original hypothefis. 

With refpedt to the Trinitarians of the pre- 
fent age, and efpecially with us in England, 
thofe who have written on the fubjedt are for 
from being agreed in their opinions, and there- 
fore ought to be clafled very differently from one 
another. But as they can agree in ufing the 
fame phrafeology, and mankind in -general look 
no farther, they pafs uncenfured, and the emolu- 
ments of the eftablifliment are equally acceflible 
to them all. They are all, however, reducible 
to two clafies, viz. that of thofe who, if they 
were ingenuous, would rank with Socinians, be- 
lieving that there is no proper divinity in Chrift, 
befides that of the Father: or elfe with Tritheifts, 
holding three equal and diftinffc Gods. For, it 

cannot 
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cannot be pretended that the word bting^ and 
ferjonsy have any definable difference in their cor- 
responding ideas^ when applied to this fubjeft. 

The generality of the more ftrift Trinita- 
rians> make three proper diftind perfons^ in the 
Trinity, independent of each other, which is 
nothing lefs than making three diftiiifk Gods. 
Mr. Howe would have helped out this hypo* 
thefis by fuppofing a mutual Jelf-cor^chujiufs 
among them. But this is equally arbitrary and 
ineflfedual; fince three perfe£lly diftinck intelli- 
gent beings ftill rentiain. For fuppofing a proper 
felf-confcioufiiefs to be comnninicated to $bree 
fneft, this circumftance could never be imagbed 
to make them one man. 

Biftiops Pearfon and Bull, were of opinion 
that " God the Father is the fole fountain of 
*' deity, the whole divine nature being com- 
** municatcd from him to the Son and Spirit, 
yet io that the Father, Son, and Spirit are not 
feparate or feparable from the divinity, but ftiU 
*' exift in it*." But this union is a mere hypo- 
thetical thing, of which we can neither have evi- 
dence nor ideas. If the Father be the fole fountain 
of deity, he only is God^ in the proper fenfe of the 
word, and the two others can be nothing but 
iveaturesy whether they exift in the deity (of 
which alfo we have ng idea) or out of him. 

* Doddridge's Le6l«re8> p. 403. 

Dr. 
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Dr. Wallis thought the diftinflion of thcfe 
three perfons was only modal ; which feems, fays 
Dr. Doddridge, to have been Tillotfon's opinion 
alfo. If fo, they were both of them nothing 
more than Sabellians, whom all the antients 
claiTed with unitarians. 

In the fame clafs alfo ought to be ranked 
Dr. Thomas Burnett, who maintained ^ one 
** fclf-exiftent and two dependent beings^ but 
^ afferted that the two latter are fo united to, 
" and inhabited by the former, that, by virtue of 
*^ that union, divine perfections may be afcribed^ 
*' and divine worfhip paid to them*." This, 
too, was evidently the opinion of Dr. Doddridge 
himfelf, and probably that of a great number 
of thofe who were educated under him, and 
perhaps alfo that of Dr. Watts. But, in faSt, 
this fcheme only enables perfons to ufe the lan- 
guage, and to enjoy the reputation of orthodoxy^ 
when they have no juft title to either. For thd 
divinity of the Father dwelling in, or even fo m- 
timately icnifid to, what is confefTed to be a Wea^ 
iurej is ftill no other than the divinity of the 
Father in that creature, afKi by no means Mf 
proper divinity of its own. 

Be{ides> whatever we may fancy we can dd 
by words^ whkh are arbitrary things^ and which 

* Doddridge, p. d^ot^ 

we 
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we can twift and vary as we pkafe^ the proper- 
ties and prerogatives of divinity catmot be com- 
municated. The Divine Being cannot give hi»^ 
own fupremacy, and whatever he can ^e^ he 
muft have a power of wilbdrawingy fo that if he 
fhould communicate any extraordinary powers 
to Cbrijf, or to the Hofy Spirit (fuppofing this to 
have been a diftinft being) he can, whenever 
he pleaies, withdraw thofe powers; and for the 
fame reafon, as he voluntarily gave them their 
heingy he muft have a power of taking away thai 
alfo. How then can they make two parts of a 
proper Trinity in the divine nature^ and be £iid to 
be equal in power and glory with the Father ? 

Chriftians (hould be afhamed of fuch un- 
worthy fubterfuges as thefe. The moft fearlefs 
integrity, and the trueft fimplicity of language, 
become chriftians, who wifti to know, and to 
propagate truth. Certainly, if men be deceived^ 
they are not inftruSed. All that we can gain by 
ambiguous language is to make our readers, or 
heaters, ima^ne that we think as they do. But 
this is fo far from difpofing them to change ' 
their opinions, or to lay afide their prejudices, 
that it can only tend to confirm them. As to 
any inconveniences that we may bring upon our- 
felves by an undifguifed avowal of whatever we 
apprehend to be the truth ; we may aflure our- 
felves, that the God of truth, whom we honour 
by our condud, will reward usj at leaft with 

that 
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that inward peace of mind, which can never be 
enjoyed by thofe who fo miferably prevaricate 
in a bulinefs of fuch moment as this. And what 
are all the honours and emoluments of this 
worldj without that fatisfaftion of mind ? 

Light having thus, at length Iprung up in 
the chriftian world, after fo long a feafon of 
darknefsj it will, I doubt not, increafe to fbe 
perfeEl day. The great article of the unity of God, 
will, in time, be uniformly profeffed by all who 
bear the chriftian name ; and then, but not be- 
fore, may we hope and expeft, that, being alfo 
freed from other corruptions and embaraffments, 
it will recommend itfelf to the acceptance of Jews 
and Mahometans, and become the religion of the 
whole world. But fo long as chriftians in general 
are chargeable with this fundamental error, of 
worfhipping more Gods than one, Jews aod 
Mahometans will always hold their religion in 
abhorrence. As, therefore, we wifb to fee the 
general fpread of the gofpel, we ihould exerC 
ourfelves to reflore it to its priftine purity^ in 
this refpedt. 
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7i&^ Wftory of Opinions relating to the DoSirine 

of Atonement. 



THE INTRODUCTION; 

A S the doftrine of the divine unity was 
infringed by the introdudlion of that of the divi- 
nity of Chrift, and of the Holy Spirit (as a per- 
fon diftindt from the Father) fo the doftrine of 
the natural placability of the divine beings and our 
ides^s of the equity of his government, have been 
greatly debafed by the gradual introduftion of the 
modern dodlrine of atonement^ which reprefents 
the Divine Being as withholding his mercy from 
the truly penitent, till a full fatisfaAion be made to 
hisjufficej and for that purpofe, as fubftituting 
his own innocent Son in the place of fiaful men. 

L This 
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This corruption of the genuine doftrine of 
revelation is connefted with the doftrine of the 
divinity of Chrift j bccaufe it is did, that fin, as 
an offence againft an infinite being, requires an 
infinite JatisfaElion, which can only be made by an 
infinite perjon^ that is, one who is no lefs than God 
himfelf. -Chrift, therefore, in order to make this 
infinite fatisfaftion for the fins of men, muft him- 
felf be God equal to the Fathen The juftice of 
God being now fully fatisfied by the death of 
Chrift, the finner is acquitted. Moreover, as the 
fins of men have been thus imputed to Chrift, his 
righteoufnefs is, on the other hand, imputed to 
them : and thus they are accepted of God, not 
on account of what they have done themfelves, 
but for what Chrift had done for them. 

As I conceive this doftrine to be a grofs mif- 
reprefentation of the charafter and moral govern- 
ment of God, and to afFeft many other articles 
in the fcheme of chriftianity, greatly disfiguring 

and depraving it ; I fhall Ihew, in a fuller man- 
ner than I mean to do with refpeft to any other 
corruption of chriftianity, that it has no counte- 
nance whatever in reafon, or the fcriptures % and 
therefore that the whole doftrine of atonement^ 
with every modification of it, has been a depar- 
ture from the primitive and genuine dodrine of 
chriftianity. 

$£CTION 
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SECTION I. 

^at Chrifl did not die to make SatisfaSlion for tbi 

Sins of Men. 

IT is hardly poflible not to fufpeft the 
truth of this do&rine of atonement^ when we con- 
fider that the general maxims to which it may be 
reduced, are no where laid down, or aflferted, in 
the fcriptures, but others quite contrary to them. 

It is ufual with the facred writers, both of 
the Old and New Teftament, to aflSgn the reafons 
of fuch of the divine proceedings refpefting the 
human race, as are more difficult to be compre- 
hended, and the neceffity and propriety of which 
*are not very obvious, and might be liable to be 
called in queftion. Such is the divine conde- 
fcenfion, to the weaknefs, fhprt-fightednefs, and 
even the pervcrfenefs of men. He is willing that 
we (hould be fatisfied that all bis ways are equals 
that they are all juft, reafbnable, and expedient, 
even in\ cafes where our concern in them is not 
very apparent. Much more, then, might we 
exped an explanation of the divine meafures, 
when the very end which is anfwered by them is 
loft if we d9 not encor into the reafons of them^ 

La as 
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as is evidently the cafe with refped to the doc- 
trine of atonement ; fince the proper end of the 
meafures which this opinion reprefents the Divine 
Being to have taken was the difplay of bis jujlicey 
and of his abhorrence offing to the fubjedts of his 
government. 

Is it not furprifmg then, that, in all the books 
of fcripture, we no where find the principle on 
which the doftrine of atonement, is founded. For 
though the facred writers often fpeak of the malig- 
nant nature of fm, they never go a fingle ftep far- 
ther, and affert, that " it is of fo henious a nature, 
that God cannot pardon it without an adequate 
fatisfaftion being made to his juftice, and the 
*' honour of his laws and government." Nay, 
the contrary fentiment occurs every where, viz. 
that repentance and a good life are, of them/elves, 
fufficient to recommend us to the divine favour. 
Notwithftanding fo many notorious finners, parti- 
cular perfons, and whole nations, are addreffed by 
infpircd perfons, and their condu6l ftrongly re- 
monftrated againft in the courfe of the facred 
hiftory, none of them are ever direfted to any 
thing farther than their own hearts and lives. 
" Return unto me, and I will return unto you," is 
the fubftance of all they fay upon thefe occafions. 

4 

y 

Certainly, then, we ought to fufpend our affent 
to a doftrinc of this important nature, which no 
perfon can pretend to deduce except by way of 

inference - 
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inference from particular expreffions, which have 
much the air of figure and allufion. On the 
other hand, it fecais natural to explain a few ob- 
fcure expreflions and paffages, by other nunmerous, 
plain and ftriking texts, relating to the fanne fub- 
jeft ; and thefe uniformly reprefent God as our 
univerfal parent, pardoning finners freely ^ that is, 
from his natural goodnefs and mercy, whenever 
they truly repent and reform their lives. 

All the declarations of divine mercy are made 
without referve or limitation to the truly peni- 
tent, through all the books of fcripture, without 
the moft diftant hint of any regard being had to 
the fufferings or merit of any being whatever. It 
is needlefs to quote many examples of this. One 
only, and that almoft the firft that occurs, may 
fulBce. It is the declaration that God made of 
his charafter to Mofes, prefently after the Ifraelites 
had finned in making the golden calf. Ex. xxxiv.' 
6, 7, " And the Lord paflfed by before him, and 
proclaimed the Lord, the Lord God, merciful 
and gracious, long fufFering, abundant in good- 
nefs and truth, keeping mercy for thoufands, 
forgiving iniquity, tranfgreffioil, and fin.** In 
the New Teftament alfo we are faid to hejujltfied 
freely by the grace of God. Rom. iii. 24. Tit. iii. 7. 
Now, certainly, if the favour had been procured 
by the fufFering of another perfon, it could not 
have been faid to be ht^o^t^ freely. 

L I Agreeably 
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Agreeably to this, David, and other pious 
perfons in the Old Teftannent, in their penitential 
addreffes to the Divine Being, never plead any 
thing more than their own repentance, and the 
free mercy of God. Thus David, Pf. 3ixv. 6. 
" Remember, O Lord, thy tender mercies, and 
" thy loving kindnefs, for they have been ever 
** of old. Remember not the fins of my youth 
♦' nor my tranfgreffions j according to thy mercy 
*' remember thou me, for thy goodnefs fake, Q 
« Lord." 

If the dodtrine of atonement be true, it cannot, 
however, be pretended that David, or any other 
pious perfon in the Old Teftament, was at all 
acquainted with it ; and therefore the belief of it 
cannot be neceflary to falvation, or indeed of 
much confequence*. Had this doftrine on which 
fo much ftreis is now laid, been true, we fhould 
have expefted that Job, David, Hezekiah, Nehe- 
miah, and Daniel, Ihould have been reproved 
whenever they prefumed to mention their inte- 
grity before God, and took refuge in his mercy 
only, without interpofing the fufFerings or merits 
of the Meffiah to mediate for them. Alfo, fome 
ftrong cjaufes fhould have been annexed to the 
abfolute and unlimited declarations of the divine 
mercy that are fo frequent in the Old Teftament, 
which would have reftrained and fixed their mean- 
ing, in order to prevent the dangerous conftruc- 
tions to which they arc ^(;e now too much open. 

Indeed, 
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Indeed, admitting the popular doftrine of 
atonement, the whole of the Old Teftament is, 
throughout, a moft unaccountable book, and the 
religion it exhibits is defeftive in the moft effen- 
tial article. Alfo the Jews in our Saviour's time 
had certainly no idea of this doftrine. If they had, 
they would have expected a fuffering and not a 
triumphant Meffiah. 

With relpeft to forgivenefs of injuries, the 
Divine Being, always propofcs his own conduft 
to our imitation j and in the Lord's prayer we 
are required " to forgive others, as we hope to 
** be forgiven ourfelves." Now it is certainly 
required of us, that if our brother only repent ^ we 
Ihould forgive him, even though he (hould repeat 
his offence feven times a day. Luke xvii. 4. 
On the lame generous maxim, therefore, we 
cannot but conclude that the Divine Being a£b 
towards us* 

The parables, by which our Lord repreienrs 
the forgiving mercy of God, are the fartheft pof- 
lible from being calculated to give tis an idea of 
his requiring any thing more than merely repent- 
ance on the part of the offender. What elfe can 
we infer from the parable of the prodigal fon, or 
the matter whofe fervant owed him a thoufand 
takntSy &c. 

If our Lord had confidered the Jews as hav- 
ing loft fight of the fundamental principk of 

L 4 their 
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their religion, he would certainly have pointed it 
out to them, and have drawn their attention to it. 
If, therefore, the proper end of his coming into 
the world had been to make fatisfadion to the 
juftice of God by his death (which certainly they 
who did not expeft a fufFering Mefliah could 
have no idea of) he would have taken fome op- 
portunity of explaining it to them. But nothing 
of this kind occurs in the whole courfe of his 
preaching j and though he frequently fpeaks of 
his death, it is never as having had fuch an 
end. 

Our Lord fpeaks of repentance, of good 
works, and of the mercy of God in the very fame 
ftrain with that of Mofes and the prophets, and 
without giving any intimation that their doftrine 
was defeftive on thofe heads. In his account of 
the proceedings of the day of judgment, the 
righteous are reprefented as thinking humbly of 
themfelves, but they never refer themfelves to 
the fufFerings or merit of their' judge, as the 
ground of their hopes 5 though ■ nothing can be 
conceived to have been more natural, and perti- 
nent on the occafion. 

Whenever our Lord fpeaks of the objeSi of bis 
mtjfton^ and death, as he often does, it is either in 
a more general way, as for the falvation of the 
world, to do the will of God, to fulfil the fcrip- 
ture prophecies, &c. or more particularly to give 
the fulleft proof of his miflion by his refurre£tion 

from 
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from the dead, and an affurance of a fimilar re- 
furredion of all his followers. He alfb conn- 
pares his being raifed upon the crofs to the eleva- 
tion of the ferpent in the wildernefs, and to feed 
buried in the ground, as neceflary to its future 
incrcafe. But all thefe reprefentations are quite 
foreign to any thing in the dodrine of atone- 
ment. 

When our Lord takes fo much pains to re- 
concile the apoftles to his death, in feveral dif- 
courfes, of which we have a particular account 
in the gofpel of John, he never tells them that he 
muft die in order to procure the pardon of their 
fins ; nor do we find the lead hint of it in his 
folemn interceffory prayer before his death. On 
the contrary, he fpeaks of their fufferings and 
death in the fame light as his own. To James 
and John he {sLj^y ye JhaUy indeed^ he baptized with 
my baptifmy and drink of the cup which I drink of 
Mark x. 38. And he recommends his own 
example to them, in laying down his life for themj 
Johnxv. 12. 

After he is rifen from the dead, he keeps the 
lame profound (ilence on the fubjeft of the lup- 
pofed true and only great caufe of his death j 
and as little do we find of it in the hiftory of the 
book of Afts, after the minds of the apoftles 
were fijlly illuminated with the knowledge of the 
gofpel. They only " call upon all men every 

" where 
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" where to repent and believe the gofpel^ for the 
** remiffion of their fins." 

The apoftle Peter, in lus difcourfe to the Jews, 
immediately after the defcent of the Holy Spirit^ 
and again in the temple, upon the cure of the im- 
potent man, paints in the blacked colours the fin 
of the Jews in crucifying our Lord ; but though 
he exhorts them to repentance, he fays not one 
word oifatisfaSiiony exptatioHy or atonement^ to allay 
any apprehenfion they might have of the divine 
juftice. And a feirer opportunity he could not 
have wiflied to introduce the fubjeft. How fine 
a turn might he have then given to the popular 
cry of the fame nation, at the time of our Lord's 
crucifixion, His blood be on us and on our children* 
lnfl:ead of this, he only exhorts them to repent, 
and to believe that Jefus was the Mefliah, for 
the remiffion of their fins. What he fays con- 
cerning the death of Chrift, is, only that he was 
delivered to them by the determinate council andfore^ 
knowledge of Gody and that with wicked hands they 
badfut him to death. A£ts ii. 23. iii. 17. 

Stephen, in his long fpeech at his trial, makes 
frequent mention of the death of Chrift, but he 
fays not one word of his being a propitiation for 
fin^ tolead his hearers to confider it in that light. 

What could have been a feirer opportunity 
for introducing the dodrine of fatisfadbion for fin 

by 
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by the death of Chrift, than the evangelift Philip 
had^ when he was explaining to the eunuch the 
only prophecy in the Old Teftament which can 
be conilrued to reprefent it in that light ; and yet 
in the whole ftory, which is not a very concife 
one^ there is no mention of it. And when the 
eunuch declares his faith, which gave him a right 
to chriftian baptifm, it is limply this, that ^^ Jefus 
"is die Son of God/* 

The apoftle Peter, preaching to Cornelius, 
the firft of the proper Gentile converts, is ftill 
filent about this fundamental article of the chrif- 
tian faith. Much he fays of Jefus Chrift, that 
God anointed him with the Holy Spirit ^ and with 
power y that he went about doing goody &f r. He alfo 
fpeaks of his death, and refurredion, but nothing 
at all of our good works being accepted through 
his fufFerings or merit. On the contrary, what he 
fays upon the occafion, may, without any forced 
conftrudion, be turned againft this favourite opi- 
nion. Of a truth y I perceive that God is no re- 
JpeSter ofperfonSy but thirty in every nationy he that 
feareth him, and worketh righteoufnefsy is accepted 
of him. A6b x. 34. 

The apoftle Paul before the Jews at Anttoch> 
Adbs xiii. 28, at Theflalonica, ch. xvii. before 
Agrippa, ch. xxvi. and at Rome, ch. xxviii. on 
all thefe occalions, treats, and fometimes pretty 
largely, concerning the death of Chrift; but 

never 
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never with any other view than as an event that 
was foretold by the prophets. He fhews the 
Jews the aggravation of their fins, and exhorts 
them to repentance and to faith in Chrifl, but 
nothing farther. In his preaching to heathens 
at Lyftra, Afts xiv. and at Athens,, ch. xvii. he 
diicourfes concerning the fupremacy and good- 
nefs of the one living and true God ; and exhorts 
them to turn from their lying vanities, for that 
though " at the times of their former ignorance 
** God had winked, he now commands all men 
every where to repent j becaufe he has ap- 
pointed a day wherein he will judge the world 
in righteoufnefs, by that man whom he has 
*' ordained, whereof he hath given affurance unto 
** all men in that he hath raifed him from the 
*^ dead." Now in all this, there is not one word 
of the true golpel fcheme of falvation by Jefus 
Chrift, according to fome. There is nothing 
evangelical 3 all is legal and carnal. 

When we find the apofl:les to be abfolutely 
filent, where we cannot but think there was the 
greatefl: occafion to open themfelves freely con- 
cerning the doftrine of atonement 5 when, in their 
moft ferious difcourfes, they make ufe of lan- 
guage that really fets it afide j when they never 
once diredly aflert the neceflity of any fatisfac- 
tion for fin, or the infufHciency of our good 
works alone to entitle us lo the favour of God 
and future happinefs, rnuft we build fo an impor- 
tant 
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tant article of faith on mere hints and inferences 
from their writings ? The doftrine is of too much 
importance to Itand on fuch a foundation. 

It has been pretended, that the apprehenfioA 
of (bme farther fatisfaftion being made to divine 
juftice, befides repentance and reformation, is ne- 
ceflary to allay the fears of fincere penitents. 
They would elfe, it is faid, be fubjeft to perpe- 
tual alarms, left all they could do would be in- 
efFeftual to reftore them to the divine favour. But 
till clear inftances be produced of perfons adually 
diftreffed with thefe fears and doubts, I can treat 
this- cafe as no other than an imaginary one. 

In faft, there is no reafon to believe that any 
of the human race, if they be left to their own 
natural unperverted apprehenfion of things, will 
ever fall into fuch doubts and uncertainties as all 
mankind are fometimes reprefcnted to be involved 
in. On the contrary, that God is a merciful 
Being feems to have been a favourite opinion of 
all mankind in all ages ; except in fome religious 
fyftems in which the objedt of worlhip was hot 
the true God, but fome being of a low and re* 
vengeful nature, like the moft capricious and de- 
praved of mankind. 

We have feen in the Old Teftamcnt, that the 
Jews had never any other idea than that God 
was placable on repentance. We find no other 

fentiment 
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fentimcnt in Job, or his friends, and certainly no 
other among the Ninevites, or among the Jews 
of later ages, as the books of Apocr)^pha, Philo, 
Jofephus, and all their later writings, teftify. 
We alfo fee nothing of any other opinion in 
the doftrine of the Hindoos, or other oriental 
nations. 

It is remarkable, that Dr. Clarkei when, like 
others before him, he reprefents all mankind as 
abfolutely at a lofs on what t^fms God would 
receive offenders into his favour, produces not fo 
much as a fmgle/i^ or quotation, in fupport of 
what he afferts, though he is known to be pecu- 
liarly happy in his choice of the mofl pertinent 
ones on all other occafions. He gives us, indeed, 
a general reference to Plato's Alcibiades tbefecondi 
but I do not find, in all the converfation between 
Socrates and Alcibiades in that dialogue, that, 
either of them drops the leafl hint of their 
uncertainty about the divine favour in cafe of 
lincerity, or the leafl doubt that human virtue is 
not, ofitfelfj a fufficient recommendation to his 
acceptance. All that they appear to be at a lofs 
about is for fome one to teach them what to pray 
for, lefl:, through their ignorance, they fhould afk 
of the Gods things hurtful to themfelves. They 
exprefs no want of any perfon to intercede with 
God for them, or one whofe fufFcrings or merit, 
ixught avail with God for their acceptance. 

Befides, 
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Befides, if men fhould have any doubt con« 
cerning the divine placability, I do not fee that 
they nnuft therefore imagine that he would accept 
the fufFerings of another inftead of theirs ^ but 
rather, that he would be abfolutely inexorable, 
and rigorous, in exafting of themfelves the punifh- 
ment of their crimes. Fears of this kind it is very 
pollible that men may have entertained, but then 
there is nothing in the doftrine of atonement that 
is calculated to allay fuch fears. But the divine 
declarations concerning his own placability, which 
abound in the fcriptures, muft be fufficient to 
anfwer every purpofe of that kind. 

It is urged, however, in favour of the doc* 
trine of atonement, that the fcheme is abfolutely 
neceffary in the moral government of God, be- 
,caufe that, on different principles, no fatisfa&ion 
is made to his offended juftice. But I anfwer, it 
becomes us ever to bear in mind that the divine 
juftice is not a blind principle, which, upon pro- 
vocation, craves fatisfadion indifcriminately, of 
all that come within its reach, or that throw 
themfelves in its way. In the Deity, juftice can 
be nothing more than a modification of goodnefs^ 
or benevolence^ which is his fole governing prin- 
ciple, the objeft and end of which is the happinefs 
of his creatures and fubjefts. This happinefs be- 
ing of a nK>ral nature, muft be chiefly promoted 
by fuch a conftitution of the moral government 
we are under, as fhall afiord the moft efledual 

motives 
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motives to induce men to regulate their livci 
well. Every degree of feverity therefore, that is 
fo circumftanced as not to have this tendency, 
viz. to promote repentance and the praftice of 
virtue, muft be inconfiftent with the fundamental 
principle of the moral government of God, and 
even with juftice itfelf, if it have the fame end 
with divine goodnefs, the happinefs of God's 
creatures. 

Now, that any feverity is neceflary to be ex- 
ercifed on fuch offenders as are truly penitent, 
even in human governments, is owing to the im-^ 
perfeftion of government when adminiftered by 
men. For were magift rates judges of the hearts 
of men, there would refult no manner of incon- 
venience from pardoning all offenders who were 
become truly penitent and reformed ; fmce hereby 
the offenders themfelves would become ufeful 
members of fociety, and the penetration of the 
magiftrates would effeftually prevent any peribns 
from taking advantage of fuch lenity. 

This is exaftly the cafe in the moral govern- 
ment of an all- feeing God. Here, therefore, mea- 
fures formed upon thejufteft principles of equity 
may be taken, without hazarding the ends of 
government, meafures which might be pernicious 
in any human adminiftration. In the all- perfeft 
government of God, therefore, there is no occa- 
fion to exercife any feverity, even on penitents 

themfelves. 
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thcmfelves. How abfurd then it would be to 
exercife it on others^ which yet the doftrinc of 
atonennent fuppofes. Certainly^ then^ it muft 
give the mind unfavourable impreffions of the 
divine government, which, if not correfted by 
fomething elfe, muft have an unfriendly afpeft 
upon their virtue. Yet, notwithftanding this, the 
influence which the doftrine of atonement has 
upon fraif ice is ftrongly urged in its favour. 

Admitting, however, that the popular doc- 
trine of atonement ftiould raife our ideas of the 
jufticey or rather the feverity of God, it muft, in 
the fame proportion, fink our ideas of his mercy ; 
{q that what the doftrine may have feemed to 
gain on the one hand, it lofes on the other. And, 
moreover, though, in order to the forgivnefs of 
fin, fome farther feverity on the part of God be 
fuppofed neceflary, yet, according to the doftrine 
of atonement, this feverity is fo circumftanced, as 
entirely to lofe its efFeft. For if the feverity be 
to work upon men, the offenders themfelves 
fiiould feel it. It will be the fame thing with the 
bulk of mankind, who are the perfons to be 
wrought upon, whether the Divine Being ani- 
madvert upon the vices that are repented of^ or 
not, if the offenders know that they themfelves 
fliall never feel it. This difinterefted generofity 
might, indeed, induce fome offenders to fpare the 
lives of their fubftitutes ; but if the fufferings 
had been endured already by fome perfon of 

M fufficient 
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fufEcient dignity, on the behalf of all future tranf- 
greffors, it is impoflible to conceive how the 
confideration of it fhould be any reftraint at all; 
fince nothing that any man could then do would 
cxpofe any other to farther fufFering. 



SECTION II. 
Of the true End and Deftgn of the Death of Cbrift. 

Having Oiewn that the death of 
Chrift is not to be confidered as having made 
atonement, or fatisfaftion, to God for the fins of 
men, I fhall now endeavour to fhew what the 
end and ufe of it really were. Now the principal 
defign of the life, as well as the death of Chrift, 
feems to be not fo much what we may expedt to 
find in any particular texts, or fingle paflages of 
the evangelifts, or other writers of the New Tef- 
tament, as what is fuggefted by a view of the hif- 
tory itfelf, what may be called the language of the 
naked falls y and what cannot but be underftood 
wherever they are known. What has been writ- 
ten by chriftians may affift us to conceive more 
accurately concerning fome particulars relating 
to chriftianity, but that muft be of more import- 
ance, which does not require to be written, what 
the fafts themfelves neceflarily (peak, without 
any interpretation. Let us, therefore, examine 

what 
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what it is that may be clearly deduced from the 
hiftory, and how much of chriftianity could not 
but have been known, if nothing had been writ-^ 
ten, provided a general idea of the life and death 
of Chrift could have been tranfmitted to us in 
any other way. 

Ifi then, we attend to the general fadls re- 
corded by the evangelifts, we cannot but find 
that they afford the moft fatisfaftory evidence of 
a refurredlion and a future life. The hiftory of 
Jefus contains (what cannot be faid of any other 
hiftory in the world) an authentic account of a 
man like ourfelves, inverted by almighty God 
with moft extraordinary powers, not only teach- 
ing, without the leaft ambiguity or hefitation, 
the dodrine of a future life of retribution for all 
mankind, and direfting the views of his difciples 
to it, in preference to any thing in this world ; 
but palling |iis own life in a voluntary exclu- 
fion from all that men call great, and that others 
purfue with fo much affiduity j and, in obedience 
to the will of God, calmly giving up his life, in 
circumftances of public ignominy and torture, in 
the fulleft perfuafion, that he ftiould receive it 
again widi advantage. And in the accomplifti- 
ment of his own prediftion, he aftually rple from 
the dead the third day. After this, he was fcen 
by all thofe perfons who had the moft intimate 
knowledge of him before, and he did not leave 
them till after having converfed with them, at 

M 2 intervals. 
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intervals, for a confidcrable time, in order to 
give them the moft fatisfadtory evidence of die 
identity of his perfon. 

Since, then, the great objedl of our Lord's 
miflion was to teach the doftrine of a refurredtion 
. to a future immortal life, we fee the neceflity of 
his own death and refurredtion as a p-oof of his 
doSrine. For whatever he might have faid^ or 
done while he lived, he could not^have given the 
moft fatisfaftory proof even of his own belief of 
a refurredion, unlefs he had aftually died in the 
full expedtation of it. Hence it is that the 
apoftles glory in the confideration both of the 
death and of the refurredlion of Chcift, as i Cor, 
i. 3 2. ^he Jews require ajigtiy and the Greeks Jeek 
after wifdom j but we preach Chrift crucified^ to the 
Je%m a Jlumbling blocky and to the Greeks foolifhneJs\ 
hut unto them who are called both Jews and Greeks^ 
Chrift the power of Godj and the wifdom of God; 
alfo I Cor. XV. 1 4, &c. Jf Chrift be not rifen, 
then is our preaching vain, and your faith is alfo 
vain. But now is Chrift rifen' from the deady and 
become the fir ft fruits of them thatflept. 

There is another manner in which we may 
be aflifted in forming an idea of what is moft 
effential to chriftianity. Suppofe a number of 
perfons, educated in the chriftian faith, to be caft 
upon a remote ifland, without any bible. It is 
probable they would firft of all lofe all diftindk 
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the DoSlrine of Atonement. 1 65 

m 

remembrance of the apoftolical epiftles, which 
may ftiew that thefe are- a part of the New 
Teftament the leaft neceffary to be attended to. 
After this, they would be apt to forget the parti- 
cular difcourfes of our Lord ; but the laft thing 
they woxild retain would be the idea of a man> 
who had the moft extraordinary power, fpending 
his time in performing benevolent miracles, vo- 
luntarily fubmitting to many inconveniences, and 
- laft of all to a painful death, in a certain expefta- 
tion of being prefently raifed to an immortal life, 
and to great happinefs, honour, and power after 
death; and that thefe his expeftations were a6lu-. 
ally fulfilled. They would alfo remember that 
this perfon always recommended the pradtice of 
virtue, and aflured his followers that th^y would 
alio be raifed again to immortal life and happi- 
nefs, if they perfcvercd in well doing, as he 
had done. 

Now, allowing that thofe perfons, thus cut 
off from all communication with other chriftians, 
ihould retain only thefe general ideas of chrifti- 
anity (and it is hardly to be conceived that they 
could retain iefs) yet, would any body fay that 
they were not chriftians, or that they were not 
pofle^ of the moft important and praftical 
truths of chriflianity, thofe truths which are moft 
inftrumental in purifying the heart and reform- 
ing the life ? 

M I Though 
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Though there is no occafion to cite particular 
texts for what is clearly fuggefted by the hiftory 
itfelf, and what could not but be known of it, 
if all that has been written concerning it were 
loft, yet, exprefs texts are by no means wanting 
to ftiew that the true and proper defign of the 
golpel, and confequently of the preaching and of 
the death of Chrift, was to afcertain and exem- 
plify the great doftrines of a refurreftion and of 
a future ftate. I fhall content myfelf with re- 
citing only a few of them. John vi. 29. ^bis 
is the will of him that Jent me^ that every one who 
fees the Son, and believeth on him, ft)Ould have eternal 
life^ and I will raife him up at the laft day. xi. 25. 
I am the refurreSlion and the life. He that believeth 
in me, though he wer^ dead, yet fhall he live, and 
whofoever liveth and believeth in me fhall never die. 
ch. X. 10. / am come that they might have life, 
and that they might have it more abundantly. Rev. 
i. 8. I am he that liveth and was dead, and behold 
I am alive for evermore, and have the keys of death 
and of the grave. 

The apoftles, in all their writings, feem clearly 
to have underftood this to have been the princi- 
pal objeft of the miflion of Chrift. Thus Paul 
fays concerning Chrift, 2 Tim. i. 10. He abo- 
UJheth death, and brought life and immortality to 
light through the gofpel. 

This 
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This doftrine of a refurredion to imtnortal 
life, and the making an exprefs regard to it the 
principal fanftion of the laws of virtue, is not 
only eflential in the chriftian fcheme, but is an 
advantage peculiar to chriftianity. The difcourfes 
of our Saviour relating to this fubjeft appear, at 
firft fight, to be in a drain quite different from 
that of any other teacher of virtue before him, 
infpired or uninfpired. And what is above all, 
the example of a man, either living or dying, in 
the certain prclpefb of a fpeedy refurreftion to an 
immortal life, was never before exhibited on the 
face of the earth. The objeft of the miffions of 
other prophets was always fomething inferior, and 
introdudlory to this. 

It is allowed that the arguirient for our hav- 
ing an intereft in a future life, drawn from the 
confideration of the refurreftion of Chrift, is 
weakened by any opinion that reprefents him as 
of a nature fuperior to our own. But ilf^ with 
the author of the epiftle to the Hebrews, we con- 
ceive him to be in all refpeSts as we are, his refur- 
reftion cannot but be confidered, as a pattern 
and a pledge of ours. Hence the peculiar pro- 
priety of the divine appointment, explained by 
Paul, I Cor. XV. 11. ^hat Jince by^ man came 
death y by manjhould alfo come the re/urreSion of the 
dead\ and that, as in confequence of our relation 
to Adam alljhould die, fo in confequence of our 
relation to Chrift, who is called the Jecond Mam, 

M4 wc 
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we fliould all he made alive. The fame argument 
is alfo more fully illuftrated by the fame apoftle 
in the fifth chapter of his epiftle to the Romans, 
in which, what we fuffer by one man is con- 
traded by what we gain by another man. 

The great objedt of the million and death of 
Chrift being to give the fiilleft proof of a future 
life of retribution, in order to fupply the flrongeft 
motives to virtue, we fee the greateft propriety 
in thofe texts, in which this ultimate end of his 
fufFerings is immediately connefted with them, 
as Titus ii, 14. ^bo gave him/elf for uSy that be 
might redeem us from all iniquity y and purify to him-- 
Jelf a peculiar people zealous of good works. Eph* 
V. 25. Chrift loved the church and gave bimfelffor 
it, that he might fan£lify and cleanfe it, &?r. Rev. 
i* 5, Unto him that loved us, and wafhed us from 
our fins in his own blood, ^c. 

Alfo, true religion being by means of chrifti- 
anity extended to the gentile world, as well as 
.the Jews, this ultimate end, viz. the abolition of 
the Jewifti ritual, at leaft with refpedt to the 
Gentiles, is fometimes immediately connefted 
with the mention of his death, as Eph. ii. 13. 
But now in Chrift Jefus, they who were a far off 
are made nigh, by the blood of Chrift. Col. ii. 1 4. 
Blotting out the hand writings of ordinances, that 
was agdtnft us, which was contrary to us, and took 
it out of the way, nailing it to bis crofs. 

Belidcs 
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Befidcs the principal objeft of the death of 
Chrift, other ufes of it arc occafionally men- 
tioned^ but they are fuch as are perfeftly confift- 
ent with this. For inftance, Chrift having fub- 
mitted to all thefe fufFerings for fo great and be- 
nevolent a purpofe, it was highly proper that he 
fhould be rewarded for it; and the Divine Being 
has, therefore, in this cafe, exhibited an illuftri- 
ous example of the manner in which he will 
always crown obedience to his will. Moreover, 
Chrift, being a man like ourfelves, and therefore 
influenced by hopes and fears, it was reafonablc 
that he (hould have a view to this glorious re- 
ward, in order to fupport him under his luffer- 
ings, as is particularly exprefled in the following 
paflages. Rom. xiv. 9. For this end Cbrift both 
diedy and roje again, and revived, that he might be 
Lord both of the dead and of the living. Heb. xii. 2. 
Who for the joy that was fet before him endured the 
crofs, defpifing the Jbame, and is fat down at the 
right hand of the throne of God. 

As Chrift was intended to be our eficampky^nd 
pattern, in his life, death, and refurreftion from 
the dead, his fufFerings were abfolutely neceflary 
to qualify him for the work on which he was 
fent. This is exprefled in the following paflages, 
which alfo clearly (hew the neceflity of his being 
a man like ourfelves, in order to undergo fuffer- 
ings like ours. Heb. ii. 10. For it became him 
for whom are all things, and by whom are all 
things, in bringing marry fons unto gkry, to make the 

captain 
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captain of their Jalvation perfe£i through Juffer- 
ings'yfor both be that JanElifieth^ and they who are 
JanElifiedy are all of one (that is of one nature 
and rank) becaufe he is not afhamed to call them 
brethren. For as much then as the children are par- 
takers of flefh and blood (that is, are men) he alfo 
himfelf likewife took part ofthefanie (that is, was a 
man alfo) Wherefore^ in all things^ it behoved him 
to be made like unto his brethren. For in that be 
himfelf hasfufferedy being tempted, he is able to fuc- 
cour them that are tempted. Though he was a Son, 
yet learned he obedience by the things which he fuf- 
fered, and being made perfect, he became the author 
of eternal falvation to them that obey him. 

As Chrift was the perfon foretold by the an- 
tient Jewifli prophets, and he carried the proper 
and ultimate obje6t of the law of Mofes into exe- 
cution, in a more extenfive manner than it had 
ever been done before, giving a proper extent 
and force to its moral precepts, Chrift is properly 
faid to have come to fulfil the law, and for the 
accompliftiment of antient prophecies. Matt. 
V. 17, Think not that I am come to deftroy the law, 
or the prophets*, I am not come to dejlroy, but to 
fulfil. Afts iii. 18. But tho/e things which God 
before had Jhewed by the mouth of all his prophets, 
that Chrift Jhould fuffer, he hath fo fulfilled. 

Laftly, as the end of Chrift's miflion necefla- 
rily required him to undergo a great variety of 
fufFerings, he is, with propriety, faid to come in 

order 
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order to exhibit to mankind a moft perfeft ex- 
ample of voluntary obedience to the will of God, 
under the fevereft trial of it; and his sample is 
juftly propofed to us under our trials and fufFer- 
ings. Pet. ii. 21. Cbriji alfo bath fuffered for us^ 
leaving us an example^ that we Jhould follow bis 
Jieps. I John iii. 1 6, Hereby perceive we tbe love 
of Gody hecaufe be (that is Chrift) laid down bis life 
for us I and we ougbt alfo to lay down our lives for 
tbe bretbren. 



SECTION III. 

Of tbe Senfe in wbicb tbe Deatb of Cbriji is repre-- 
fentedas a Sacrifice, and other figurative Repre- 
fentations of it. 

JlTAVING explained the one great 
and primary end of the life and death of Chrift, 
and alfo pointed out the other fecondary and 
fubordinate ends which were likewife really an- 
fwered by it, I fhall now attempt to illuftrate the 
figurative reprefentations that are made of it by the 
ftcred writers. Thefe have unfortunately mifled 
many chriftians, and have been the occafion of 
their entertaining opinions concerning the end of 
Chrift's coming into the world, quite different 

from 
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from thofe which appear uppn the very face of 
the hiftory ; opinions which are contradifted by 
the whole tenor of revelation, and which are ex- 
tremely injurious to the charafter of the ever 
bleiled God. 

The moft remarkable of thefe figurative re- 
prefentations of the death of Chrift, is that in 
which he is compared to a facrijicei and as a 
figure, it is juft and beautiful. In every facrifice 
the viftim is flain for the benefit of the perfon 
on whofe account it is offered; fo Chrift dying to 
procure the greateft poffible benefit to the hu- 
man race, is faid to have given his life a facrifice 
for US; and moreover as the end of the gofpel is 
to promote the reformation of finners, in order 
to procure the pardon of fin, the death of Chrift 
is more exprefsly compared to ^Jtn offering. 

Thefe points of refemblance between the 
death of Chrift and the Jewifli facrifices, fuffici- 
cntly juftify and explain the language of the 
fcriptures relating to it. From this circumftance, 
however, has arifen a notion, that the facrifices 
prefcribed in the Jewifti law were types of this 
great, complete, and expiatory facrifice of the 
death of Chrift, which now fupercedes and abro- 
gates them. On account, therefore, of the great 
ftrefs which has been laid on this view of the 
death of Chrift, I Ihall confider it more fully 
than it would otherwife dcferve. 

All 
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All the texts in which Chrift is indifputably 
reprefented as a facrifice, are the following, Eph, 
V. 2. Chriji alfo bath lovea us, and given bimfelf 
for us, an offering and a facrifice to God, of afweet 
fmelling favour. Heb. vii. 27. Who needed not 
daily to offer facrifices, fir ft for his own fins, and 
then for the people j for this he did once when be 
offered up himfelf The fame allufion is alfo fre- 
quent in this epiftle. We find it alfo, i Pet, i. 2, 
18. Rev. V. 6. and i John ii. a. and be is the pro-- 
pitiationfor our fins. The fame expreffion occurs, 
ch. iv. 10. But thefe two are the only places in 
which the word propitiation (iKKrfA®-) occurs in 
the New Teftament. 

With rcfpeft to thefe texts, it is obvious to 
remark, that the far greater part of them are 
from one epiftle of an unknown writer (for it is 
not certain, at leaft, that the epiftle to the He- 
brews was written by Paul) which, is allowed, 
. in other refpefts to abound with the ftrongeft 
figures, metaphors, and allegories ; and the reft 
are too few to bear the very great ftrefs that has 
been laid upon them, Befides, the manner in 
which this idea is introduced in thefe texts, 
which is only indireSlfy, intimates plainly enough, 
that a few circumftances of refemblance are fiif- 
ficiertt to jnftify the allufion. Had the writers 
really cotifidered the death of Chrift as the in-- 
tended antetype of the lacrifices under the law; 
had this been the great and principal end of his 

death. 
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death, it would have been afferted in the folleft 
and plaineft manner, and references to it would 
certainly have been much more direSl and fre- 
quent than they are. 

It is fomething fimilar to this view of the 
death of Chrift, as a facrifice, that he is alfo 
called a friejiy and a high prieji^ efpecially by the 
author of the epiftle to the Hebrews. - But this 
very circumftance might have given us to under- 
ftand, that both the reprefentations are merely 
figurative, becaufe both taken together are hardly 
confident, at leaft they make a very harfli figure^ 
and introduce confufion into our ideas. 

That the death of Chrift is no proper facrifice 
for fin, or the intended antetype of the Jewifh 
facrifices, may be inferred from the following 
confiderations. 

I. Though the death of Chrift is frequendy 
mentioned, or alluded to, by the antient prophets, 
it is never fpoken of as a fin offering. For the 
propriety of our tranflation of Ifaiah liii. lo. may 
be doubted ; or if it be retained, it cannot be 
proved to exhibit any thing more than a figura- 
tive allufion. Now that this great event of the 
death of Chrift fiiould be foretold, with fo many 
particular circumftances, and yet that the proper, 
the ultimate, and the great end of it fhould not 
be pointed out, is unaccountable. 

a. Great 
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1. Great weight is given to this obfervation 
by the converfe of it, viz. that the Jewifli facri- 
fices are ho where faid, in the Old Teftament, to 
have any reference to another more perfeft facri- 
fice, as naight have been expefted if they really 
had had any fuch reference. On the contrary, 
whenever the legal facrifices are declared by the 
prophets to be infufficient to procure the favour of 
God, as they often are, the only thing that is ever 
oppofed to them, as of more value in the fight 
of God, is good worksy or moral virtue, as Pf. li. 1 6. 
^hou defireft not facrifice, elfe would I give it. Thou 
delight eft not in burnt offerings, ^he facrifices of the 
Lord are a broken fpirit -, a broken and a contrite 
heart, O God, thou wilt not defpife. To the fame 
purpofe fee Ifaiah i. i !• &c, Hof. vi. 6. Amos v.. 
2 2. Mic. vi. 6. 

The wifeft of the Jews in our Saviour^s time 
fpeak exaftly in the fame ftrain, and in the pre- 
fence of our Lord himfclf j who is fo far from 
difapproving of it, that he gives his own fanftion 
to the fentiment in the moft open manner. A 
fcribe fays, Mark xii. 32. ^here is one God, and 
there is none other but hey and to love him with all 
the heart, ^c. it is better than all burnt offerings 
and facrifices. And when Jefusfaw that be anfwered 
dif erectly, he /aid unto him, thou art not far from the 
kingdom of God. Having a perfeft knowledge of 
the Law, he was prepared for embracing the 
Go/pel. 

The. 
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The general ftrain of the paflages quoted and 
referred to above, cannot but appear very extra- 
ordinary, if the Jewifh facrifices had in reality, any. 
reference to the death of Chrift, and were intended 
to prefigure it, as types to an antetype. 

3* Many other things, befides the death <^ 
Chrift, are exprefsly Cdllcd/acrifices by the facred 
writers ; and if it be univerfally allowed to be in 
a figurative fenfe only, why may not this.be the 
cafe with the death of Chrift alio ? If. Ixvi. 2a 
Tbey Jhall bring all your brethren for an offering 
unto the Lord. Rom, xii, i. ^bat ye p'efent your 
bodies a living facrifice^ holy, and acceptable to God^ 
which is your reafonablejervice. 

4. Chriftians in general are frequently called 
^riefis^ as well as Chrift himfelf. i Pet. ii. 5. 
Te are a holy friejlhoody to offer up fpiritual Ja^ 
crifices. 

5. The death of Chrift cannot be confidered 
as a proper facrifice for fin, becaufe many things 
effential to fuch' a facrifice were wanting in it, 
cfpecially its not being provided and prefented by 
the finner. 

6. We meet with many figures in the writ- 
ings of the apoftles no lefs bold than this. Thus 
the body of Chrift is the veil through which we 
pafs to the holy of holies. We are faid to be 

circumcifed 
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circtmcifed in his circumcifion, and to be buried 
with him by baptifm. Our fins are crucified with 
him, and we rife again with him to newnejs of life. 
After meeting with figures like thefe (and many- 
more might be nientioncd quite as harfh as thefe) 
can we be furprized that Chrift, who died to pro- 
mote the refi>rmation of the world, Ihould be 
called s faerie for the fins of men ? 

Still lefs fliall we wonder at this, if we con- 
fider how familiar all the rites of the Jewifh reli- 
gion were to the minds of the apoftles, lb that 
whatever they were writing about, if it bore any 
refemblance to that ritual, it was fure to obtrude 
itfelf. It muft alfo be confidered, that the death 
of Chrift was the greateft objedtion to chriftianity 
both with Jews and Gentiles; and what could 
tend more to remove this prejudice, with both of 
them, and especially the Jews, than taking (Cvery 
opportunity of describing it in language which to 
them was fo familiar and relpe6table ? 

7. It has been faid by fome, that Sacrifices 
.were originally intended to prefigure the death 
of Chrift; and that, in themfelves confidered, they 
were of fuch a nature, that .they would never have 
been thought of by man, without an exprefs 
conunand from God. 

But whether facrificcs were originally ap- 
pointed by God, or a method which men them- 
felves thought {which I think not improbable) 

N of 
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of exprefling their gratitude to God, for his fa- 
vours to them, when we confider the circum- 
ftances in which they were ufed, they appear 
eafily to fall under either the general notion of 
gifts, or the more particular one of entertainments, • 
furnifhed at the expence of the perfon who was 
dependent and obliged. They were therefore al- 
ways confidered as acknowledgements for fevours 
received from, or of homage due to, God or man. 
In like manner, they might be ufed to deprecate 
the anger of God or man, or to procure favours 
of any other kind, by begetting in the mind of 
our patron an opinion of our refpedt and efteem 
for him. 

To all thefe purpofes ferved facrifices before 
and under the law of Mofes. Without a facri- 
fice, or fome other gift, the Jews were not allowed 
to approach the tabernacle, or the temple, that is, 
the houfe of God. They were exprefsly com- 
manded never to appear before God empty, left 
wrath Jhould be upon them, which was agreeable to 
a cuftom that is (till univerfal in the Eaft, never 
to appear in the prefence of any prince, or great 
man, without a prefent. 

That the offering of an animal upon the altar, 
was confidered, in the law of Mofes, in the fame 
light as any other offering or gift, and a facrifice 
for fin, or any other facri^ce, is evident from 
feveral fafts in the Jewifti hiftory, and from 
feveral circumflances in their ritual. In many 

cafes^ 
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cafes, where a perfon was not liable to provide 
an animal for a facrifice, an offering of flour was 
accepted. The Philiftines alfo, when they were 
convinced of their fault in taking captive the 
ark of God, returned it with a prefent of golden 
mice and emrods, to make atonement for them, 
evidently in the place of a facrifice ; and from the 
Grecian hiftory it appears that {ava^fAdlaj) or pre- 
fents of gold, filver, fliatues, &c. were confidered 
by them as equivalent to expenfive facrifices for 
any purpofe whatever. 

In the Jewifli ritual the ceremonies attending 
a facrifice for fin did not differ in any thing ma- 
terial, from thofe that were ufed in any other 
facrifice. Whatever was the occafion of the facri- 
fice, the perfon who offered it, laid his hand, in 
a folemn manner, on the head of the vi6tim> 
which was thc> for md\ pre/intation of it, the animal 
was flain, and the blood fprinkled. Part of the 
viftim was always burnt on the altar, a part was 
the portion of the prieft, and in fome cafes the 
remainder was eaten by the offerer. When, there- 
fore, the Jews facrificed an animal as a fin-offer- 
ing, the ufe and fignification of xht facrifice itfelf^ 
were the fame as if it had been intended to pro- 
cure any other favour; and there was no more 
hearing of fin^ or any thing properly vicarious in 
the offering of the animal that was made a fin- 
oflFering, than if it had been facrificed on an occa- 
fion of thankfgiving, onon any other account. 

- N 2 From 
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From all that has been faid concerning facri- 
fices under the Law, and the hiftory of their ufcs, 
they appear to have been confidered as circtm- 
fiances attending an addrejs to the deity y and not as 
things that were of any avail in themfelvcs. It 
was not the facrifice, but the prieft that was faid 
to make atonement ; nor was a facrifice univerfally 
neceflary for that purpofe. For, upon feveral 
occafions, we read of atonement being made 
when there was no facrifice. Phineas is faid to 
have made atonement for the children of Ifrad 
by flaying the tranfgreflbrs, NtRXi. xxv. 13. 
Mofts made atonement by prayer only, Ex. 
xxxii. 30. And Aaron made atonement with 
incenfe. 

Whenever the writers of the Old Tcftament 
treat largely concerning facrifices, it is evident 
the idea they had of them was the fame with that 
which they had concerning gifts, or prefents of 
any other nature. Thus the Divine Being is 
reprefented as faying, Pf. Iviii. 8, &c. I will take 
no bullock out of thy houfcy nor he-goat out of shy 
fold', for every beaft of the for eft is mine, and the 
cattle upon a thoujand hills. I know all the fowls of 
the mountains, and the wild beaft s of the field are 
mine. If I were hungry, I would not tell thee 5 for 
the world is mine, and thefulnefs thereof. Will I eat 
theflefh of bulls, or drink the blood of goats f Offer 
unto God thankfgiving, and pay thy vows unto the 
Moft High, ^c. 

Laftly, 
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Laftly, if the death of Chrift had been a pro- 
per facrifice, and the forgivenefs of fins had de- 
pended upon it only, we fhould hardly have found 
the re/urreSiion of Chrift reprefented as having had 
'the fanne ufe, as Rom. iv. 45. He was raifed again 
for our jujiification^ As figures of fpeech, thcfe 
things are confiftent enough, but not otherwife. 

8. Had the death of Chrift been fimply and 
properly zfacrificey we fhould not cxpeft to find it 
denominated in any manner that was inconfiftent 
with this reprefentation, which, however, is very 
common in the fcriptures. If there be a refem- 
blance to the death of Chrift in thofe things to 
which they compare it, the writers are fufficiently 
juftified, as i}Ach figures of fpeech are adapted to 
give a ftrong view of what they wilh to defcribe; 
but if no figure be intended, they are chargeable 
with real inconfiftency, in calling the fame thing 
by different names. If one gf the reprcfentations 
be real, and the reft figurative, how arc we to 
diftinguifh among them, when the writers them- 
felves give us no intimation of any fuch differ- 
ence ? This circumftance alone feems to prove 
that they made ufe of all thefe reprcfentations in 
the fame view, which, therefore, could be no 
other than as comparifons in certain refpeds. 

Becaufe the word atonement frequently occurs 
in the Old Teftament, and in fomc cafes atone- 
imnts are faid to have been made for fin by facri- 

N 3 fices. 
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fices, this whole bufinefs^ has^ on this account 
more particularly, been thought to refer to the 
death of Chrift, as the only atoning facrifice. 
But this notion muft be given up if we confider 
the meaning of atonemeni under the Jcwifh dif- 
penfation. 

From comparing all the paffages in which 
atonement is mentioned, it is evident that it fig- 
nifies the making of any thing clearly or boly^ fo 
as to be fit to be ufed in the fcrvice of God, or, 
when applied to a perfon, fit to come into the 
prefence of God j God being confidered as, in a 
peculiar manner, the king and fovereign of the 
Ifraelitifh nation, and as it were, keeping a court 
among them. Thus atonement was faid to be 
made for the altar. Exod. xxix. ^6^ and for a 
boufe after having been infefted with leprofy. 
Lev. xiv. 58. Aaron made atonement for the 
LeviteSy Num. viii- 12. when they were dedi- 
cated to their office and miniftry, when no fin, or 
offence, is faid to have been done away by it. 
Atonement was alfo made at the purification of 
a leper. Lev. xiv. 1 8. Burnt offerings that were 
wholly voluntary are faid to be accepted to make 
atonement for the offerer. Lev. i. 3. Atonements 
were alfo appointed after involuntary unclean- 
nefs, and fins of ' ignorance, as well as in fome 
cafes of wilful tranfgreffion, upon repentance and 
reflitution ; but in this cafe it had no relation to 
the pardon of fin in the fight of God, but onljr 

to 
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to the decency and propriety of public worftiip, 
for which, a man who had fo offended was con- 
fidered as difqualified. Guilt, in a moral fenfe, 
is never faid to be atoned for by any facrifice, 
but the contrary is ftrongly expreffed by David 
and others. 

The Englifli word atonefnenty occurs but once 
in the New Teftament, and in other places the 
fame word in the original («a7aAAayii) is rendered 
reconciliation j and this word is never ufed by the 
Seventy in any paffage relating to legal atone- 
ments. 

Had the death of Chrift been the proper 
atoning facrifice for the fins of men, and as fuch, 
been prefigured by the atonements in the Jewifli 
difpenfation, we might have expefted not only 
to have been exprefsly told fo (if not from the 
firft, at leaft after the fulfilment of the prophetic 
type) but alfo that the time, and other cirqum- 
ftances of the death of Chrift, fhould have cor- 
refponded to thofe of the types of it. Chrift 
being put to death at the feaft of pafTover might 
lead us to imagine that his death had fome re- 
ference to that bufinefs j but if he had died as a 
proper expiatory Jacrificey it might have been ex- 
peded that he would have died on the day of 
expiation^ and at the time when the high prieft 
was entering into the holy of holies. Had tjhis 
been the cafe, I much doubt whether it would 

N 4 have 



i84 rbeHiftoryof 

have been in the power of any reafms^ though 
ever fo folid, to have prevented men from conli- 
dering the one as the proper type of the other. 
Now the want of this coincidence (hould lead our 
minds off from making fuch a comparifon. 

In one paf&ge of the New Teftament Chrift 
is faid to have died as a curfe for us. GaL iii. lo. 
Chrifi has redeemed us from the curfe of the law^ 
being made a curfe for us. 

Mention is made of feveral kinds of things 
accurjed under the Jewifh conftitution, but in ge- 
neral they were things devoted to deftru£bion. 
Chrift, therefore, may, in a figurative way of 
fpeaking, be confidered as a curfe for us, in con- 
fcquence of his devoting himfelf to death for us. 
But that this can be nothing more than a figure, 
is evident, becaufe this idea of a curfe is incon- 
fiftent with that of a facrifice, and therefore (hews 
that both thcfe reprefentations are to be confi- 
dered as mere figures of fpeech. Though in fome 
of the heathen facrifices the viftim was an ani- 
mal abhorred by the god to which it was offered, 
as the goat facrificed to Bacchus; yet in the 
Jewifli facrifices the viftim was always a clean 
and ufeful animal, and perfeft in its kind. And, 
nothing accurfed was ever fuffered to be brought 
to the altar of God. Cities and cattle accurfed 
were in the Law devoted to utter deftruftion. 
Not one (heep or ox of all the catde of Jericho, 

or 
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or of the Amalakites^ was permitted to be fa- 
crificed. 

Chrift is alfo compared to the pqfcballamk 
among the J ews. i Cor. v. 7. Cbriji our paj/bver 
is facrificed for us. Alfo when the legs of Jefus 
were not broken upon the crofs it is faid John 
xix. 26. Tbefe things were done that the fcriptures 
might be fulfilled ^ a bone of him Jb all not be broken^ 
evidendy referring to the fame words in Ex. xii, 
46^ which relate to the pafchal lamb. 

There are, moreover, feveral other circum- 
ftances in the evangelical hiftory which lead us 
to this view of the death of Chrift, efpecially that 
of his being crucified at the feaft of paflbver, 
and of his inftitution the Lord's fupper at that 
time, and feemingly in refemblance of it, as if it 
was to be confidered in the fame light. How- 
ever, the pafchal lamb was far from being a pro- 
-ptr fa^rifice. It is never fo denominated in the 
Old Teftament, except once, Ex. xii. 27, where 
it is CTXa&dithefacrifice of the Lord^s pajfover. But 
this could be only in fome fecondary or partial 
fenfe, and not in the proper and primary fenfe of 
the word. For there was no prieft employed upon 
the occafion, no part was burned or offered unto 
the Lord. And certainly no propitiation or atone-- 
fnent is faid to have been made by it, and therefore 
Ht was very far firom being a fin ojBfering. 

Chrift, 
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Chrift, with refpe& to his death, is by himfelf 
compared to the Jerpent which was expoied by 
Mofes in the wiidernefs, that thofe of the pec^le 
who looked upon it might be cured of the bite 
of fuch lerpents. Here the analogy is obvious. 
The diftempers of which they were cured were 
of the body, but thofe of which we are cured 
by the golpel are of the mind. John iii. 14. And 
as Mo/es lifted up the Jerpent in the wildemefsjji 
muft the /on of man be lifted up. Ch. xii. 32. And 
ly if I be lifted up, xtrill draw all men unto me. In this 
latter text the allufion is perhaps different fit>m 
that above mentioned; for here Chrift, being 
raifed above the earth by means of the crofs, is 
reprefented as drawing men from eardi towaids 
Heaven. 

I Ihall clofe this account of the figurative re- 
prcfentations of the death of Chrift that occur in 
the New Teftament, with a view of the principal 
ufes that the facred writers make of it in illuftrat- 
ing other things. They fhew that the apoftles 
were glad to take every opportunity of confidering 
the death of Chrift in a moral view, as affording 
the ftrongeft motives to a holy life. They alfb 
Ihew a fondnefs for very ftrong figures of fpeech. 
For the greater part of the metaphors in the fol- 
lowing verfes are much bolder, and more far 
fetched than comparing the death of Chrift to a 
facrifice. Rom. vi. 5, Know ye not^ that Jo many of 

you 
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you as were baptized into Jejus Cbrifty were bap^ 
fizid into bis death, therefore we are buried with 
him by baptifm^ unto death ; that, like as Chriji was 
raifed up from the dead by the glory of his^ Father^ 
^ evenfo we alfo Jhould walk in newnefs of lifey ^c. 
Gal. ii* 20. I am crucified with Chriji ^ never thek/s 
JlivCy yet not /, but Chrift liveth in me, ch. vi. 14. 
God forbid that I Jhould glory yfave in the crojs of our 
Lord Jefus Cbrijiy by which the world is crucified to 
mcy and I unto the world. See alfo, Eph. ii. 5, 6. 



SECTION IV. 

Various Kinds of Phrafeology refpeSling the Death 

of Chriji explained. 

Besides the death of Chnft being 
exprefsly called a Jacrificey and various facrifical 
exprelTions being applied to it, the language of 
fcripture is thought to favour the doftrine of 
atonement in various other refpefts, perfedtly cor- 
refponding with the idea of its being a proper 
facrifice, and irreconcileable with other views of it. 
I fhall therefore, briefly confider every reprefenta- 
tion which I can find of this nature, 

I. Chrift Is frequently faid to have died for 
m. Byt^ in general^ tthis may be interpreted of 

his 
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his dying m tmr account^ or for our hen^. Or, i^ 
when rigoroufly interpreted, it fliould be found 
that if Chrift had not died, we muft have died, it 
is ftill, however, only confequentially fOy and by no 
means properly and direBly fo, as a fubftitute for 
us. For if, in coniequence of Chrift not having 
been fent to inftruft and reform the world, man- 
kind had continued unreformed, and the heoef- 
fary ^ confequence of Chrift's coming was his 
death, by whatever means, and in whatever maiv- 
ner it was brought about, it is plain that there 
was, in fa£t, no other alternative, but his death, or 
ours. How natural then was it, efpecially to 
writers accuftomed to the ftrong figurative ex- 
preflion of the Eaft, to fay that he died in our 
fieady without meaning it in a ftridt and proper 
fenfe, as if God had abfolutely required the death 
of Chrift, in order to fatisfy his juftice for our 
fins, and as a neceffary means of his forgiving us. 
Nothing but declarations much more definite and 
cxprefs, contained at leaft in fome part of fcrip- 
ture, could authorize us to interpret in this man- 
ner luch general expreflions as the following. 
John X. II. I am the good Jhepberd y the good Jhep^ 
herd giveth bis life for thejheepy ch. xv. 13. Greater 
love bath no man tban this, tbat a man lay down bis 
life for bis friend, i Pet. iii. 18. Cbrift both once 
fuffered for fin, tbejujifor tbe unjujl, tbat be migbt 
bring us to God. John xi. 50. // is expedient for 
us tbat one man fhould die for tbe feopky and tbat 
tho whole nation perijh not. 

A fhepherd. 
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A fliephcrd, in rifking his life for his Iheep, 
evidently gives his life for theirs, in a fuificiently 
proper fenfe ; becaufe if he had not thrown him- 
felf in the way of the wild beafts that were rufh- 
ing upon his fheep they muft have died. But 
here was no compaft between the beafts and the 
Ihepherd j the blood of the fheep was not due to 
them, nor did they accept of that of the ihepherd 
in its ftead. This cafe is, therefore, no proper 
parallel to the death of Chrift, on the principle 
of the doftrine of atonement. 

2. Chrift is fa)d to have given his life as a 

ran/om (?u/7^v) for us, but it is only in two paffages 

that this view of it occurs, viz. Matt. xx. 28. 

and Mark x. 45, both of which contain the fame 

exprcffions, as delivered by our Saviour on the 

fame occafion. Tbefon of man came not to be mini'- 

fiered untOy but to miniftery and to give bis life a ran^ 

fom for many, i Tim. ii. 8. JVho gave bimfelfa 

ranfom {aSlo^fm)for all. We meet, however, with 

other expreffions fimilar to thefe ; as Tit. li. 14. 

Who gave bimfelffor us, that be might redeem us 

from all iniquity , and purify to bimfelf a peculiar feo* 

pie, zealous of good works. 

In all thefe cafes, the price of redemption i& 
faid to have been given by Chrift, but had we 
been authorized to interpret thefe exprcffions as 
if we had been doomed to die, and Chrift had 
interpofed, and offered his life to the Father in 

the 
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the place of ours, the reprefentation might have 
been expcfted to be uniform j whereas, we find, 
in general, that the price of our redemption is 
given by God, as John iii. i6. Godfo loved the 
world that be gave his only begotten /ony that wbofO'- 
ever believetb on bimjhould notperijhy but have 4rw^- 
lajling life. Rom. viii. 32. He that /pared not bis 
own /on, but delivered him up for us all, bckvJbaU be 
not with him freely give us all things ? 

This language, on the part of God, or of 
Chrift, is very proper, confidered as figurative. 
For if nothing but the million of Chrifl: could 
have faved the worlds and his death was thle ne- 
ceflary confequence of his undertaking it, God is 
very properly faid to have given him up for us; 
or fince he undertook the work voluntarily, and 
from the love that he bore to man, he alfo may 
be faid to have given his life as a ranfom for ours; 
and thus thefe texts come under the fame general 
idea with thofe explained above. In a figurative 
fcnfe the gofpel may be faid to be the moft expen-^ 
Jive provijion that God has made for recovering 
men from the power of fin, in order to purchafc 
them, as it were, for himfclf. 

3. Chrift is faid to bear the fins of men in the 
following texts. If. liii. n. /2? fhall bear their 
iniquities, v. 12. He bore the fins of marry, i Pet. ii. 
24. Who his own /elf bore ourfinSy in his own body, 
on the tree. Heb, ix, 28. So Chrift was once offered 

to 
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to bear the fins of many. But the idea we ought to 
annex to the term bearing finy is that of bearing it 
amay^ or removing it^ an efFedt which is produced 
by the power of the gofpel. Thefe texts are, 
therefore, fimilar to i John iii. 5. And ye know 
that he was manifefted to take awayfin^ and in him 
was no fin. The phrafe, bearing fin^ is never ap- 
plied, under the Law, but to xht /cape- goaty on 
the day of expiation, which was not facrificed, 
but, as the name exprefles, was turned out into 
the wildernefs. 

We fee clearly in what fenfe the evangellft 
Matthew, underftood the paflage above quoted 
from Ifaiah; when, fpeaking of fome of our Sa- 
viour's miraculous cures, he fays, ch. viii. 17. 
That it might be fulfilled which was fpoken by the 
prophet Ifaiah y himfelf took our infirmities y and bore 
our fickneffes. Now how did Chrift bear the dif- 
cafes of men ? not by taking them on himfelf 
and becoming difeafed as they had been, but by 
radically curing them. So alfo Chrift bearsy that 
is, bears awayy or removesy the fins of men, by 
healing their diftempercd minds, and rcftoring 
them to a found and virtuous ftate, by the power 
of his golpel. 

4. Some who are willing to give up the idea 
of Chrift dying as a proper facrifice for us, or in 
our ftead, fay neverthelefs, that God forgives the 
fins of mtn for the fake of the merits y or at the inter ^ 

ceffion 
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iiffion of Chrift> and that this appears to be ana-^ 
logous to the divine conduft in other reipe£b ; as 
God is often faid to ihew &vour to fome on the ac* 
count of others, and efpecially to have fpared the 
Ifradites on account of their relation to Abrahanij 
Ifaac, and Jacob ; and for this reafon they lay we 
are required to alk in the name of Cbriji. The 
texts, however, which bear this afpeft, are very 
few, perhaps none be(kle the following, i John ii. i. 
If any manjin^ we have en advocate with the Father^ 
Jefus Cbrift the righteous. 

It is not denied, that it may be confiftent with 
the maxims of divine government, to (hew favour 
to fome perfons on the account of others to whom 
they bear a near relation. It is a wife maxim in 
human government, becaufc we are, in many 
cafes, as much concerned for others, as for our- 
fclves ; and therefore a favour to a man's children, 
and pofterity, may be the proper reward of his 
own merit, and alfo anfwer other ends Q^2i reward, 
by being a motive to other perfons to behave 
well. But in general, favours diftributed in this 
manner, are fuch as it is perfeftly confiftent with 
divine rcftitude to grant to men without any re- 
gard to others, as giving the land of Canaan to 
the pofterity of Abraham, &c. When the Jews 
incurred aftual guilt, they were always punifhed 
like any other people, and by no means fpared on 
account of their relation to Abraham. On the 
contrary, they are often faid to have been more 

fcvercly 
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feverely puniftied for not improving their privi- 
leges, as his defcendants, &c. 

Admitting, however, that Gx)d may be repre- 
fented as forgiving fin, in particular cafes, on this 
principle j if all fin be forgiven for the fake of 
Chrift only, we ought, ^t leaft, to have been ex- 
prefsly told fo. Our Saviour never fays that for- 
givnefs of fin was procured by him, but he always 
fpeaks of the free mercy of God in the fame man- 
ner as the prophets who preceded him j and it is 
particularly remarkable that in his laft prayer, 
which is properly intercejforyy we find nothing on 
the fubjeft. 

If any ftrefs be laid on Chrift being faid to 
be our advocatCy the Holy Spirit is much more 
frequently and properly called fo ; and by our 
. Lord himfelf ; and he is reprefented by Paul as 
adling the part of an advocate and interceflbr. 
Rom. viii. a6. ^he Spirit itfelfmaketh inter c^on 
for us. 

Repentance and the remifjion of fin are faid to 
be preached in the name of Chrift. Luke xxiv. 47. 
and through him. Afts xiii. 38. And all who 
believe in him are faid to have remiflion of fin, 
through bis name. ch. x. 43. But this phrafeo- 
logy is eafily explained on the idea that the preach- 
ing of the gofpel reforms the world, and that the 
remiflion of fin is confequent on reformation. In 

O one 
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one paffagc, mdeed, according to our tranflarion, 
God is faid to forgive ^infor the fake of Chrift. 
Eph. iv. 3 2. Be ye kind to one another y tender hearted^ 
forgiving one another ^ even as God for Chrifl^s fake 
has forgiven you. But in the original it is in Chrifty 
and may be underftood of tb^ gofpel of Chrift. 
Had fin been forgiven, in a proper and ftridt fertfc, 
for the fake of Chrift, the vford freely would hardly 
have been ufed, as it often is, with relation to it, 
as in Rom. iii. 34. for this implies that forgivc- 
nefs is the free gift of God, and proceeds from has 
^ffential goodnefs and mercy, without regard to 
any foreign confideration whatever* 

The very great variety of manners in which 
the facred writers fpeak of the method in which 
the pardon of fin is difpenfed, is a proof that we 
are to allow fomething to the ufe of figures in 
their language upon this fubjeft ; for fome of thefe 
phrafes muft be accommodated to the others. In 
general, the pardon of fin is reprefented as the 
aft of God himfelf^ but in fome particular cafes 
it is faid to be the aft of Chrilt. Matt. ix. 6. But 
that ye may know that the Son of man hath power 
on earth to forgive fin. Col. iii. 13. Even as Chrift 
hath forgiven youyfo alfo do ye. But upon a careful 
examination of fuch texts as thefe, and the com- 
parifon of them with thofe in which the pardon of 
fin feems to be reprefented as difpenfed in confi- 
deration of the fufferingSy the merit, the refurreifion, 
ihclife, or the obedience, of Chrift (for all thefe 

views 
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views of it occur) we cannot but conclude that 
they are partial reprefentations, which, at proper 
diftances, are allowed to be inconfiftcnt, without 
any charge of impropriety; and that, according 
to the plain general tenor of fcripture, the pardon 
of fin, is in reality, always difpcnfed by the free 
mercy of God; on account of men's perfonal 
virtue, a penitent upright heart, and a reformed 
exemplary life, without regard to the fufferings, 
or merit, of any being whatever. 

On this fubjeft I would refer my readers to 
a very valuable effay on the dodbrine of atone- 
ment in the Theological Repofttory*y in which the 
writer (who is the Rev* Mr. Turner of Wake- 
field) Ihews that in the Old Teftament to make 
atonement for any thing or ferfofiy fignifies, as I 
have mentioned above, making it, or him, clean, 
or p-oper for divine fervice ; and that in the New 
Teftament, fimilar expreflions, which are there 
ufed by way of figure or allufion, relate to the 
cftablifliment and confirmation of the. advan- 
tages we at prefent enjoy by the gofpel, and 
particularly the free and uninterrupted liberty 
of worfhipping God according to the inftitu- 
tions of Chrift, granted to us in the gofpel j 
juft as the legal atonements ferved fimilar pur- 
pofes under that diipenfation f. But he fays 

• Vol iii. p. 385, &c, t Jtbid p. 43I« 
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he doth not recoUeft any texts in which the 
death of Chrift is reprefented as the cauje^ reqfonj 
or motive^ why God has conferred thefe bleflings 
on man. 

■ 

The advocates for the doftrine of atonement 
muft be embarraffed, when they confider, that, 
the godhead of Chrift being incapable of fuflPer- 
ing, his manhood alone was left to endure all the 
wrath of God that was due for every fin which 
he forgives; and furely one man (and that which 
aftually fuffered of Chrift, on their own princi- 
ples was no more) could never make a fufficient 
atonement for the fins of the whole worlds or 
even of the eUEl only, efpecially confidering, as 
they do, that the fufFerings of Chrift were but 
temporary, and the punifliment due to fin 
eternal. 

There is a confiderable difference in opi- 
nion, alfo, with refpeft to ^the flace^ or Jcene of 
this expiatory fuffering. In general it is thought 
to have been, in part, at the time of the agony 
in the garden, and in part on the crofs. But to 
account for this extraordinary fuffering, they are 
obliged to fuppofe fomething uncommon, and 
undefcribable in it, to which nothing in the 
common feelings of human nature ever corre- 
fponded, though at the fame time, it was only 
human nature that fuffered. . 

Biihop 
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Bifhop Burnet was aware of this difficulty, 
and he exprcffes his ideas of it in a very natural 
manner, fo as to (hew clearly how his fcheme 
was preffed with it. In his Expofttion of the 39 
Articles *y he fays, " It is not eafy for us to ap- 
*^ prehend in what that agony confifted. For we 
*' underftand only the agonies of pain, or of con- 
^' fcience, which laft arife out of the horror of 
^' guilt, or the apprehenfion oT the wrath of God. 
** It is, indeed, certain that he who had no fin 
^^ could have no fuch horror in him ; and yet it 
*^ is as certain that he could not be put into fuch 
*' agony only through the apprehenfion and fear 
" of that violent death which he was to fufFer 
" the next day* Therefore we ought to conclude 
that there was an inward fufFering in his mind, 
as well as an outward vifible one in his body. 
We cannot diftinftly apprehend what that was, 
fince he was fure both of his own fpotlefs in- 
" nocence, and of his Father's unchangeable love 
'^ to him. We can only imagine a vaft (enfe of 
*^ the heinoufnefs of fin, and a deep indignation 
" at the diflionour done to God by it, a melting 
apprehenfion of the corruption and miferies of 
mankind by reafon of fin, together with the 
** never before felt withdrawing of thofe confo- 
*' lations that had always filled his foul. But 
^* what might be farther in his agony and in his 
^' laft dercliftion wc cannot diftinftly apprehend, 
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Only this we perceive, that our minds are ca- 
pable of great pain, as well as our bodies are. 
Deep horror, with an inconfolable Iharpnefs of 
thought, is a very intolerable thing, Not- 
withftanding the bodily or fubftantial indwel- 
ling of the fulnefs of the godhead in him, yet 
he was capable of feeling vaft pain in his body, 
fo that he might become a complete facrifice, 
and we might have from his fufferings, a very 
full and amazing apprehenfion of the guilt of 

*' fin. All thofe emanations of joy with which 
the indwelling of the eternal word had ever 
till then filled his foul, might then, when he 
needed them moft, be quite withdrawn, and 

*' he be left merely to the firmnefs of his faith, 
to his patient refignation to the will of his 
heavenly Father, and to his willing readinefs 
to drink of that cup which his Father had put 

*^ in his hand to drink." 

All this only fliews how miferably men may 
involve themfclves in fyftems unfupported by 
fafts. Our Saviour, as an innocent man, could 
have no terrors of a guilty confcience, and there- 
fore he could feel nothing but the dread of his 
approaching painful and ignominious death. But 
having a clearer idea of this, as we perceive in 
the hiftory, and confequently of the agony of it, 
than other men generally have of approaching 
fufierings, the apprehenfion which he was under, 
no doubt, afFefted his mind more than we can 

well 
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well conceive. Thofe who confider Chrift as, 
fomething more than a man, cannot imagine 
how he (hould be fo much affefted in thofe cir- 
cumftances ; but there is no difEculty in the cafe 
with thofe who confider him as a being made 
exaSlly like tbemfelves^ and perhaps of a delicate 
tender habit* 

As to the fins of others, it is natural to fup- 
pofe that his mind would be lefs at leifure to 
attend to them then, than at any other time, his 
mind being neceffarily occupied with the fenfe 
of his. own fufi^ering; and accordingly we find 
that, all he fays upon that occaiion refpedts him- 
felf only.. Father ^ if it be poffible^ let this cup pafs 
from me. Never tbelefs ^ not as I willy but as thou 
wilt. That the prefence of God forlbok him,, 
whatever he meant by it, is not at all fup ported 
by faftj and when he was much oppreffed with 
forrow, an angel was fent on purpofe to comfort 
and ftrengcben him. 

He went through the fcene of his trial and 
crucifixion with wonderful compofure, and with- 
out the leafl: appearance of any thing like agony 
of mind. His faying. My God, my God, why haft 
thou for Jaken me^ was probably,, nothing more than 
his reciting the firfl: verfe of the 2 2d Pfalm, to 
which he might wifti to direft the attention of 
thofe who were prefent, as it contained many 
things peculiarly applicable to his cafe. There is 

nothing 
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nothing in this fcene, any more than in his agony 
in the garden, but what is eafily explicable, on the 
fuppofition of Chrift being a man 5 and to fuppofe 
that he was then under an agony of mind, im- 
prefled upon him, in any explicable manner, by 
the immediate hand of God, in order to aggra- 
vate what he would naturally fuffer, and thereby 
make his fufFerings an adequate expiation for the 
fins of the world, is a mere arbitrary fuppofition, 
not countenanced by any one circumftance in 
the narration. 

Calvin, as we fhall fee, fuppofed the great 
fcene of our Saviour's fufFerings to have been 
in belly in t;he interval between his death and the 
refurredtion. But this is an hypothefis no lefs 
arbitrary and unfupported than any other. 

Having now feen what the fcriptures contain 
concerning the doftrine of atonement, let us fee 
what chriftians in after ages have built upon it. 
The foundation, we ftiall find, very inadequate 
to the fuperftrufture. 
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SECTION V. 

Of the Opinions of the Afojiolical Fathers. 

W HEN any mode of fpeech may 
be underftood cither in a literal or in 2i figurative 
fenfe, there muft be fome difficulty in afcertain-. 
ing the real meaning of the perfon who makes 
ufe of it. For it is the fame thing as if the word 
was properly ambiguous. Thus a papift and a 
proteftant equally make ufe of the words of our 
Saviour, this is my body, but it does not therefore 
follow that they think alike with refpedt to the 
Lord's fupper. For one of them ufes the ex- 
preffion as a mere figure of fpeech, meaning that 
the bread and wine are reprefentations, or me- 
morials, of the body and blood of Chrift; whereas 
the other takes theni to be the body and ^blood 
itfelf, without any figure. 

In like maner, it cannot be determined from 
the primitive chriftians calling the death of Chrift 
a Jacrifice for fin^ a ranjom^ iSc. or from their fay- 
ing, in a general way, that Chrift died in our 
ilead, and that he hore our fins ^ or even if they car- 
ried this figurative language a little farther, that 
they really held what is now called the doSfrine of 
atonement^ viz. that it would have been incon- 

fiftent 
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fiftent with the maxims of God's moral go- 
government to pardon any fin whatever, unlefi 
Chrift had died to make fatisfadtion to divine 
juitice for it. Becaufe the language ^bove-men- 
tioned may be made ufe of by perfons who only 
believe that the death of Chrift was a nccefl&ry 
circumftance in the fcheme of the gofpel, and 
that this fcheme was necef&ry to reform the 
world. 

According to the modern fyftem, there is no- 
thing in any of the good works of men. that can at 
all recommend them to the favour of God > that 
their repentance and reformation is no reafon or 
matru£ with him to forgive their fin5> aiid that all 
the mercy which he ever Ihews them is on the 
account of the rightcoufnefs of Chrift, imputed 
to them. But it will appear that this language 
was altogether unknown in the early ages of 
chriftianity ; ami accordingly Bafnage*", ingenu- 
oufly acknowledges, that the ancients fpeak mea^ 
grely (maigrement) of the fatisfaftion of Chrift, 
and give much to good works; a fufEcient in- 
dication, I fliould think, that they had no fuch 
ideas as he had concerning the fatisfadtion of 
Chrift, and that they confidered the good' works 
of men as in themfelves acceptable to God ^ in the 
fame' manner as the virtue, or merit of Chrift 
was acceptable to him. I ihall, however, quote 

* HiAorie dcs eglifes rcfonBees> toK i. p. ts* 
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from the early chriftian writers as much as majr 
enable us to perceive how they thought with 
refpeft to this fubjeft. 

In the epiftle of Clemens Romanus arc fomc 
expreflions which, taken fingly, might fcem to 
favour the dodrine of atonement. But the ge- 
neral drain of his writings fhcws that he had no 
proper idea of it. Exhorting the Corinthians to 
repentance, and to virtue in general, he mentions 
the example of Chrift in tte following nrunner. 
Let us confider what is good and acceptable, 
and well pleafing in the fight of him that made 
us. Let us look fteadfaftly to the blood of 
Chrift, and fee how precious his blood is in 
the fight of God, which being ftied for our 
falvation, has obtained the grace of repentance 
" for all the world*/' This feems to be little 
more than a repetition of what is faid in the 
book of Afts, of Chrift being exalted as a prince 
and a JaviouTy to give repentance and remiffion 
of fins. 
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He farther faysf, "Let us fearch into all 
ages that have gone before, and let us Icam 
" that the Lord has, in every one of them, ftill 
'* given place for repentance to fuch as would 
** turn to him." He then mentions the preach- 
ing of Noah to the old world, and of Jonah to 

* 'Sefl, vii. Cotilerii, edit. vol. i. p« 150. f ^* 
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the Ninevites, of whom he fays. ** Howbeit 
they, repenting of their fins, appeafed God by 
their prayer, and were faved though they were 
ftrangers to the covenant of God." After this 
he recites what Ifaiah, Ezekiel, and other pro- . 
phets have faid to this purpofe; and in all his 
fubfequent exhortations he feems, to have no 
idea of any thing but repentance and the mercy 
of God, and the immediate confequence of it, 
without the interpofition of any thing elfe. 
*^ Wherefore, fays he*. Let us obey *^ his ex- 
cellent and glorious will, and imploring his 
mercy and goodnefs, let us fall down upon 
*' our faces before him, and caft ourfelves upon 
" his mercy/' 

This writer alfo fpeaks of virtue alone as 
having immediately great power with God. 
And efpeciallyf , let them learn how great a 
power humility has with God, how much a 
'^ pure and holy charity avails with him, how 
*' excellent and great his fear is, and how it will 
'* fave all fuch as turn to him with holinefs in a 
*' pure mind." He Ipeaks of the efficacy of faith 
in the fame language with the apoftle Paul. 
** The Jews," he fays J , " were all greatly glo- 
*' rifled, not for their own fakes, or for their own 
** works, or for righteoufnefs which they them- 
*' felves had wrought, but through his will" (in 

• Sea. 9. t Scft, »!• J Sea. 32. 
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confequence of the bleffing promifed to Abra- 
ham.) " And we alfo, being called by the fame 
will in Chrift Jefus, are not juftified by our* 
felves, either by our own wifdom, or know- 
** ledge, or piety, or the works which we have 
** done, in the holinefs of our hearts, but by 
*^ that faith by which God almighty has juftified 
*^ all men from the beginning." But hyfatib 
this writer only means another virtue of the 
mind, viz. that regard to God, belief in his 
promifes, and fubmiffion to his will, which fup- 
ports the mind of man in great difficulties and 
trials. This was plainly his idea of the juftifi- 
cation of Abraham himfelf. '* For what, was 
** our Father Abraham blefTed,* was it not that 
" through faith he wrought righteoufnnfs and 
" truth." 

It is poflible that perfons not acquainted with 
the writings of the apoftolical Fathers would 
imagine that, when they ufed fuch phrafes as 
being juftified by the blood of Chrift^ they muft 
mean, as fome now do, that without the death 
of Chrift our repentance would have been of no 
avail; but when we confider all that they hav» 
written, and the language of thofe who followed 
them, who treat more fully on the fubjed, and 
who appear not to have been fenfible that they 
^lougbt differently from them with rcipcft to it, 

^* 31. 
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we (hall be fatisfied that tbofe phrafes conveyed ' 
no fuch ideas to them as they now do to us. 

Barnabas fpeaking of the Jewifli facrifices, 
fays*, " Thefe things, therefore, has God abo- 
^* lifhed, that the new law of our Lord Jefus 
*' Chrift, which is without the yoke of any fuch 
*' neceflity, might have the fpiritual offerings of 
^* men themfelves. For fo the Lord fairfi again, 
"to thofe heretofore; Did I at all command 
^' yo»r Fathers, when they came out of the land 
of Egypt, concerning burnt offerings or lacri- 
iices. But this I commanded them, faying, 
iet none of you imagine evil in your hearts 
againft his neighbour, and love no falie oath. 
" For as much then as we are not without un- 
*' derftanding, we ought to apprehend the defign 
** of our merciful Father. For he fpeaks to us, 
*^ being willing that we, who have been in the 
■** fame error about the facrifices, fhould think and 
find how to approach unto him; and therefore 
he thus befpeaks us; The facrifice of God is a 
broken fpirit. A broken and a contrite heart 
God will not defpife.'* This is not fubftitut- 
ing the facrifice of Chrift in the place of the fa- 
crifices under the law, but moral virtue only. 

In the Jhepbcrd ofHermas (if this fliould be 
thought to be the work of the Hermas men- 

• Seft. ii, Cgtilcrii. edit. p. 57. 
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tioned by Paul) we find nothing of the doftrine 
of atonement, but ftrong expreffions denoting 
the acceptablenefs of repentance and good works 
only. " Then," fays he*, '* fhall their fins be for- 
*' given, which they have heretofore committedj 
*' and the fins of all the faints, who have finned 
" even unto this day, if they will repent with all 
^^ their hearts, and remove all doubts out of 
'*' their heart." He farther faysf, ^* Whoever 
*' has fuffered for the name of the Lord arc 
*^ efteemed honooraMe l^ the Lord, and all 
*^ their offences are blotted out, becaufe they 
*^ have fuffercd death for the name of the Son 
« of God". 

It feems pretty evident that fo far we find 
no real change of opinion with refpeft to the 
-efficacy of the death of Chrift. Thefc writers 
adopt the language of the apoflles, ufing the 
term facrifice in a figorative fcnfe, and reprefent 
the value of good works, without the lead hint 
or caution left we Ihould thereby detraft from 
the merits of Chrift, and the doftrine of ikhra- 
tion by his imputed righeoufnefs. 



• Vif. ii. Sea. % t Sim, ix. StSt.^2. 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the Opinion of the Fathers till after the Time 

of Aujiin. 

\ 

JL HAT it was not the received dqdkrinc 
of the chriftian church within this period, that 
Chrift did, in any proper fenfe, make the Divine 
Being placable to men j but that the pardon of fin 
proceeded from the free mercy of God, independ- 
ently of his fufFerings and merit, may, I think, be 
clearly inferred from feveral confiderations, 

I. This do6lrine, on which fo much ftrefe 
has been laid by fome moderns, is never enume- 
rated as an article of chriftian faith, in any antient 
Jummary of chrijiian do£lrine ; and the early chrif- 
tian writers, efpecially thofe who made apologies 
for chriftianity, had frequent occafion to do it j 
and we have feveral fummaries of this kind. 

To fay nothing of the apologies of Juftin 
Martyr, Athenagoras, and Tertullian, who give 
accounts of the principal articles of chriftian faith, 
but may be thought to do it too concifely for us 
to expeft that they fhould take notice of fuch a 
doftrine as this (though the great importance of 
it, in the opinion of thofe who hold this doftrinc. 
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is fuch, as ought to have given it the preference 
of any other) I cannot help laying particular 
ftrefs on the omiflion of it by Lafta^tius, who 
treats profeffedly of the fyftem of chriftianity, as 
it was generally received in his days. Yet in his 
Divine Inftitutionsy there is fo far from being any 
mention of the neceflity of the death of Chrift to 
atone for the (ins of men, that he treats of the 
nature of fin, of the mercy of God, and of the 
efficacy of repentance, as if he had never heard 
of any fuch dodtrine. 

We fee his fentimehts on thefe fubjefts very 
fully in his treatife De Ira Dei*. And when he 
profefledly confiders the reafons of the incarnation 
and death of Chrift f, he only fays, that, *' ex- 
*' ample was neceffary to be exhibitted to men as 
^^ well as precepts, and therefore it was neceffary 
*^ that God fhould be cloathed with a mortal 
** body, be tempted, fuffer, and die." He gives 
jio other reaibn whatever. Again, he fays J, 
** Chrift was made flefli, becaufe he was not only 
*^ to teachy but alfo to do^ and to be an example, 
^' that none might alledge in their excufe the 
^.* weaknefe of the flefli." 

Cyprian, an earlier writer, often mentions the 
humiliation and fufierings of Chrift, but alway« 

* Cap. XIX. XX. f Epitome^ chap. 1. p, 142* 
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either as an example, or fimply as foretold by the 
prophets, 

Arnobius fays. That*, "Chrift permitted his 
*' man, that is, the man to whom he was united 
*^ to be killed, that, in confequence of it (viz, hi* 
*' refurreftion afterwards) it might appear that 
" what they had been taught concerning the fafety 
*' of their fouls was fafe, or to be depended upon^ 
<^ and that death was not to be defeated any other 
*' way.'* 

Auftin, in feveral places, fpeaks of the end 
of Chrift*s life and death, but never as defigned 
to make fatisfadion for the fins of men, but ge^^ 
nerally as an example. " In his paffion he fhewed 
*' what we ought to endure s in his refurreftion, 
*^ what we are to hope forf." Speaking of the 
incarnation in general, he fays J> " Chrifl afTumed 
** a human body, and lived among men, that he 
** might fet us an example of living, and dying, 
*' and rifing again." When he fpeaks figuratively, 
it is plain he did not carry his ideas fo far as the 
orthodox now do. " In his death/' he fays, ** he 
^^ made a gainful trafEck, he purchafed faithful 
** men, and martyrs. He bought us with his 
" blood. He laid down the price of our redemp- 
** tion.'* But he likewife fays, '^ the martyrs have 
*' returned what was laid out for them, that is, 

f X*ib. 1. p. 24. f Lardner^fi CredibUity» vol. x. p. 299. % lb. 
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** have given what was purchafcd, even their 
'' lives." 



Some orthodox writers complain of the im- 
perfefl: knowledge which the primitive chriftian 
writers had of the chriftian fyftem in this refpeft. 
Gallaeus obferves, according to Lardner*> that 
Laftantius faid little or nothing of Chrift's prieftly 
office, Lardner himfel^ adds, '' I do not remem- 
'* ber that Jerom hath any where taken notice of 
*^ this, but it is likely enough to be true j and that 
*' Laftantius did not conlider Chrift's death in 
*? the modern way, as a propitiatory facrifice for 
'* fin, or a fatisfaftion made to divine juftice for 
*' the fins of the human race, may be argued 
*' from the paflages which he quotes from it con- 
*' cerning the value of repentance, and the ends 
« of Chrift's death." He adds that " many other 
** antient chriftians will come in for their fliare 
*^ in this charge. For according to Flacius Illy- 
ricus, " the chriftian writers who lived foon after 
** Chrift and his apoftles, difcourfed like philofo- 
*' phers, of the Law, and its moral precepts, and 
** of the nature of virtue and vice, but they were 
totally ignorant of man's natural corruption, 
the myfteries of the gofpel, and Chrift's be- 
nefit. His countryman Jerom," he fays, ^* was 
well (killed in the languages,' and endeavoured 
to explain the fcripture by verfions and corni- 
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*' mmtariesj but after all, he was able to do but 
*' very litcle, being ignorant of die human difeafe, 
" and of Chrift the phyfician, and wanting both 
** the key of fcriptuiCj and die lamb of God to 
" open to him. 

The fame Flacius, or fome other learned 
writer of his time, obferves concerning Eufebius, 
bifliop of Ceferea, that " it is a very low and im- 
" perfect defcription which he gives of a chriftian, 
" making him only a man, who by the know- 
" ledge of Chrift and his dofbrine, is brought to 
" the worlhip of the one true God, and the prac- 
" ticc of fobriety, righteoufncfs, patience, and 
*' other virtues. But he hath not a word about 
" regeneration or imputed righteoufncfs." 

I cannot forbear adding what Dr. Lardner 
very pertinently fubjoins to this quotation. " Poor 
■*' ignorant, primirivc chriftians, I wonder how 
** they could find the way to heaven. ThCy 
•* lived near the times of Chrift and his apoftles. 
** They highly valued, and diligently read the 
** holy fcriptures, 4nd fome of them wrote com- 
*' mentaries upon them j but yet, it feems, they 
•* knew little or nothing of their religion, though 
" they embraced and profefled it with the mani- 
** feft hazard of all earthly, gocid things j and 
*• ilrtahy of them laid down their lives rather than 
*' renounce it. Truly we of thefe times are very 
*' happy in our orthodoxy j but I wifli that we 
"did 
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" did more excel in thofe virtues which they, and 
*' the fcriptures likewife, I think recommend, as 
'* the diftinguiftiing properties of a chriftian. And 
^^ I am not a little apprehenfive, that many things 
*' which now make a fair Ihew among us, and in 
** which we mightily pride ourfelves, will in the 
5^ end prove weeds only, on which the owner of 
*^ the ground fets no value/* 

2. Some controverfies were ftarted in the pri- 
mitive times' which could not have failed to draw 
forth the fentiments of the orthodox defenders of 
jthe faith on this fubjeft, if they had really believed 
the death of Chrifl: to be a proper Sacrifice for fin, 
and that without it, God either could not, or 
-would not, pardon any fin. 

All the Docetae, and the Gnoftics in general, 
jwho believed that Chrifl: was man only in appear- 
ance, and did not really fuffer, could have no idea 
pf the meritorious nature of his death, as fuch j 
and y^t this is never objefted to any of them by 
Irenaeus, or others, wl\o write the moft largely 
^gainft tl^em. 

The Manicheans alfo did not believe that 
^^hrifl: died, find co^feq,ucntly, as Peaufobre, who 
jj^rites their ^iftory, obferves, they mu^ necefla- 
rily have afcribed the falvation of the foul to the 
doftrine apd the,ex^niple of Chrifl:; and yet none 
of the primitive Fathers who write againft them 

P 3 ♦ obferve^i 
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obferve, that the great end of Chrift^s coming 
into the world would then be defeated, in that the 
fins of men would not be fatisfied for *. Auftin, 
who writes againft the Manicheans, and from 
whom, on account of his doftrine of grace and 
original Jitty we might expeft a complete lyftem 
of atonement, never objects to them their want 
of fuch a doftrine, but combats them on other 
principles, 

3. Had the antient chriftian writers had the 
ideas which fome of the moderns have concern- 
ing the all-fufficient facrifice of Chrift, and the 
infufficiency of good works, they could not have 
exprefled themfelves as they generally do, with 
refpedl to the value of repentance and good works 
in the fight of God. 

Cyprian fays, " What finners ought to do, the 
^' divine precepts inform us, viz. that fatisfaftion 
*^ is made to God by good works, and that fins 
<' are done away by the merit of compaflion^'* 






Laftantius fays f, " Let no one who has been 
led into fin by the impulfe of paflion defpair of 
himfelf, for he may be reftored if he repent of 
*' his fins, and by good works make fatisfaftion to 
^^ God. (fatisfaciat deo) : " For if we diiilk our 

• Lardner's Credibility, vol. vi, p. £94. 
^ Inft. lib. vi. cap. 24. p. 631. 
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^^ children to be corrcdled when they repent of 
** their faults, why fhould we delpair of the cle- 
*^ mency of God being pacified by repentance (pe- 
*' nitendo poffe placari)." Again*, "Whoever, 
^' therefore, obeys the divine precepts is a worlhip- 
^' per of the true God, whofe facrifices are gentle 
*^ nefs of mind, an innocent life and good works/* 

The manner in which Auftin fpeaks of the 
merit of good works, (hews that he could not 
have had any proper idea of the fatisfadtion of 
Chrift. ^^ By thefe alone,'* he fays, " We fecure 
^' happinefs. In this way we recover ourfelves, 
" In this way we come to God, and are recon- 
ciled to him, whom we have greatly provoked. 
When we (hall be brought before his prefence, 
** let our good works there fpeak for us, and let 
*^ them fo^ fpeak that they may prevail over our 
^* offences. For which foever is moft will prevail, 
" either for puniflxment, or for mercy f/* 

4. The merit of martyrdom was held in the 
higheft efteem by all the primitive chriftians, I^ 
therefore, good works in general were thought by 
them to have merit with God, much more may 
we expefl: to find that they had this idea of what 
they confidered as the moft heroic a6t of virtue. 
And indeed the language of the primitive chrif- 
tians on the fubjeft of martyrdom is exceedingly 

* lb. p. 6 3 is. t Lardner's Credibility, voU x. p. 303. 
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inconHftent with any notion of atonement for fm 
by the death of Chrift alone> without regard to 
any diing that man can do for himielC 

Ignatius, in a fragment of an epiftk preferved 
by Chryfoftom, Ipeaking of certain crimes, lays, 
that they could not be wiped out even by the 
blood of martyrdom. He alfo wiflies that his 
own fuflferings might be accepted as a purijicationy 
and price cf redemption for them {tsefi^TniM u^i 

Origen fays, '^ Chrift has laid down his life 
** for us. Let us alfo lay down our lives, I will 
*^ not fay for him, but for ourfelves, and for thofe 
*' who may be edified by our martyrdom. — ^And 
*' perhaps as we are redeemed by the precious 
** blood of Chrift, Jefus having received a name 
** above every name, fo fome may be redeemed 
" by the blood of the martyrs f." And yet this 
w/iter fays, *^ Chrift offered his own life not un- 
*^ like thofe, who of their own accord, devoted 
*' themfelves to death to deliver their country 
*' from fome peftilence, &c J." As this language 
could only be figurative in this writer, we may 
conclude, that it is no otherwife to be interpreted 
when we meet with it in other writers <rf tho& 
times. 

• Le Clerc's Hlftoria Eccl. A. D. xi6. 
•f- Lardner's Credibility, vol. v. p. %%6i 
X Contra Celfuni; p. 24. 

5. The 
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J. The great virtue which the antient Fathers 
nfcribed to baptijm and the Lord's /upper ^ with 
refpedt to die forgivenefs of fins, Ihews plainly, 
that they did not confider the wrath of God as 
pacified by the death of Chrift once for all. And 
though the Lord's fupper was a commenaora- 
don of the death of Chrifl:, it is plain that they 
did not confider the adminiftration of it merely 
as an application of his merits or fufFerings £0 
themfelves j but as having a virtue independent 
of that, a virtue originating from the time of the 
celebration. This will be abundantly evident 
when I come, in the courfe of this work, toihew 
the abufes of thofe infl:itutioi?s. jHowev^r, yhat 
they fay concerning baptifm will not admit of 
fuch an initerpretatioQ as fome perfbns, not well 
acquainted with their writings, might be difjpofed 
to put on fijmilar exprefiT^ons relatiqg to the 
eucharifl:. 

Among others, TertuUian frequently ipeaks 
of baptifm as wafiaing away tjh^ ^ilt of fin. In 
feveral of the antient liturgies, particularly tbiat of 
Chryfoftom, the prieft prays diat the eucfcarift 
may ferve for the remifiion of fin$ and the com- 
munication of the HoJy Spirit. It h well known, 
that at length, the church of Rome, in purfuance 
of the &me train of thinking, came to confider 
the eucharifl: to be as proper ^facrijice as the death 
of Chrifi: itfeli^ and as haying the fame original 
independent virtue. 

Many 
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6. Many of the antient writers, in imitation 
of the author of the epiftle of the Hebrews, call 
the death of Chrift a Jacrificey and alfo fay that 
it was prefigured by the facrifices under the Law. 
But that this was no fixed determinate view of 
the fubje£b with them, is evident from their lan- 
guage upon other occafions; efpecially when, 
like the prophets of old, they oppofe good worh^ 
and not the death of Cbrifty to the facrifices 
under the Law, as being of more value than they 
were, 

Laftantius, in his Epitome of Divine InfK- 
tutions, (peaking of facrifices, fays*, ** the true 
^* facrifice is that which is brought fi-om the 
*' heart," meaning good works. With refpedt to 
the fame he alfo faysf, " Thefe are viftims, this 
*' is a peculiar facrifice which a man brings to 
** the altar of God, as a pledge of the difpofition 
** of his mind." 

Though, therefore, in the Clementine liturgy, 
contained in the Apftolical ConftitutionsXy Chrift 
is called a bighprieji and is faid to be himfelf the 
facrifice J tiiejbepberdy and alfo the Jheepy ^^ to ap- 
^^ peafe his God and Father, to reconcile him to 
** the world, and to deliver all men from the 
impending wrath," we muft not infer (notwith- 

• Cap. Iviii. p. 173. f Cap. Ixvii. p. 215. 

i BretfsEdit. p. 8. 
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ftanding in thefe general terms, this writer feems 
to exprefs even the proper principle of the doc- 
trine of atonement) that, if he had dwelt longer 
on the fubjeft, he would have been uniform in his 
reprelentations. If this was the opinion of the 
author of that liturgy, and thofe who made ufe 
of it, it did not generally prevail. For the prin- 
ciples of that do6brine will very clearly appear ta 
have been altogether unknown to the moft emi- 
nent writers of that age. 

One might have imagined that when Juftia 
Martyr fays* that, Chrift: took («^>i^n') the fins of 
*' men," his idea had been that he made himfelf 
refponfible for them. But the tenor of all his 
writings fhews that he was very far from having 
any fuch idea. He will not even admit that, ia 
any proper fenfe, Chrift can be confidered as 
having been made a curfe for us. He faysf,. 
that " when in the Law they are faid to be ac- 
** curfed who were crucified, we are not to fup- 
*' pofe that the curfe of God lies againft Chrift, 
^* by whom he faves thofe who have done things 
** worthy of a curfe." Again he fays, " if the 
** Father of all chofe that his Chrift fliould re- 
*' ceive (ava^f e&«) the curfcs of all men (that is, 
•^ be curfed or hated by all men) knowing that 
** he would raife him again afi:er he was crucified 
^^ and dead, will you confider him who endured 

* Apol* I* Edit. Thirlbji p, 73. f Dial. lb. p. 345. 
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^^ thefe things^ according to his Father's will^ as 
« accurfed ?" 

Auftin fays*, " Chrift took their punilhmcnt 
** but not their guilt/' And again, " by taking 
^' their punifliment and not their guilt, he abo- 
'* mhed both the guilt and the punilhnicnt.- ' 
JBut it is to be confidered, as was obferved above, 
that Auftin was certainly ignorant of the princifle 
of the dodrine of atonement ; fo that we can only 
fuppofe him to have meant that Chrift fufFered 
upon our account, and for our benefit; and though 
if he had not fufFered, we muft, it would have 
been not direSly^ but by remote confequence. His 
faying that Chrift did not take the guiU of cm- 
fins, fliews clearly that he had no idea of his 
bearing our fins in the common acceptation of 
the word, fo as to make himfelf anfwerable for 
them ; and therefore he coul^J not, in a proper 
fenfe, be faid to take the puniftiment of then). 

7, When the antient chriftian writers do fpeak 
of the miflion and death of Chrift, as reverfing 
the efiedts of fin, and reftoring things to the fame 
ftate in which they were before the fall, fo as to 
make man once more immortal, their idea was 
not that this was efFefted by procuring the par- 
don even of that fin of Adam, by which death 
was entailed upon his pofterity ; but by means 



Grotius De Satisfa^Ionei Opera vol. iv. p. 345* 

of 



the Dodtrine of Atonement. fiat 

of Chrift doing (which indeed they did -not clearly 
explain) what Adam was not able to do. '' For 
^^ this reafon," fays Irenaeus*, *' was the word of 
*' God made man, and he who was the fon of 
*' God, became the fon of man, that man, being 
** mixed with the word of God, he might, by re- 
^^ ceiving the adoption, become the fon of God* 
*^ For we could not otherwife receive immor- 
*^ tality, unlefs we were united to incorruptibility 
*^ and immortality. But how could we be united 
to incorruptibility and immortality, unlefs that 
which we are had become incorruptible and 
immortal ; that fo, what was corruptible, might 
be abforbed by what was incorruptible, and 
what was mortal by immortality, that we might 
receive the adoption of fons ?" 
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I am far from pretending to expbin, and much 
lefs to defend this paffage of Irenaeus. But it is 
evident, that it is not capable of receiving any 
light from the principle of the dodtrine of atone- 
ment. If this writer had had the fame idea that 
many now have of it, he could not have been fo 
cmbarrafled on the fubje<5t. 

The fame general objeft of the death of Chrift 
is expreffed by Laftantius, but without annexing 
to it any particular explanation, in fthe follow- 
ing paffage of his Epitome t* ^* Thtrefore th« 
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fuprcme Father ordered him to defcend upod 
earth, and put on a human body, that being fub- 
jefl: to the paflions of the flefli, he might teach 
virtue and patience, not by words only, but alfo 
by actions. Wherefore he was born again of a 
virgin, without a father, as a man, that, as when 
he was created by God alone, in his firft fpiri- 
tual nativity, he was made a holy fpirit, fo being 
*^ born of his mother alone, in his fecond carnal 
*' nativity, he might become holy flefh ; that by 
'^ his means the flefh which had been fubjeA to 
" fin, might be delivered from death," 

Athanafius did plainly confider Chrifl as dying 
in the place of men who were fubjeft to death. 
But he does not fay that it was to fatisfy the jirf- 
tice of God for their fins, but to procure the re- 
furreftion of mankind in general, the wicked as 
well as the righteous, to a future life ; which is by 
no means the idea of thofe who now maintain the 
doftrine of atonement, though it may be faid to 
be an approach towards it, 

^' It was,** fays he*, "an inflance of his love 
♦^ to mankind, that both inflead of the death of 
'^ all men before, the law which related to that 
mortality, might be difannuUed, as having its 
power entirely fatisfied in the Lord*s body, and 
** fo had no more place againfl the reft of man- 

• Opera, yoI. i. p. 6i. 
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*^ kind ; and alfo, that he might recover and 
*^ revive thofe men that were returning to cor- 
ruption from death, by making their bodies his 
own, and by the grace of the refurreftion ; and 
fo might extinguifti the power of death with 
" refpedt to them, as ftubble is plucked out of 
*' the fire. For the word being confcious that the 
mortality of all men could not otherwifc be 
put an end to than by the dying of all men, and 
it being impoffible that the word, which was 
" immortal, and the Son of the Father, Ihould 
*^ die 5 for this caufe he took to himfelf a body 
that could die, that the fame body, by partakbg 
of that word, which was over all, might be an 
equivalent for the death of all, and yet might" 
*' afterwards continue incorruptible^ on account 
** of the word that was the inhabitant, and fo cor-^ 
'^ ruption might afterwards ceafe from all men 
^' by the grace of the refurreition/* Alfo in the 
liturgy afcribed to Neftorius, Chrift is faid* to 
have " undergone for men the punifhment due 
** to their fins, giving himfelf to die for all whom 
** death had dominion over." 

It is evident, from all thefe paflages,' that 
thefe writers had no idea of Chrifl's fo fufFering 
for men, as to endure for them any part of the 
punifhment that was to be inflided in a future 
lyorld, but only to procure the reverfion of the 

* Bfctt, p. 94. 
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fentence paffed upon men in confcquence of the 
fell of Adam; fo far, that, though all men fhould 
adually die, they (hould not continue fubjedt to 
death, but have the benefit of a rcfurrcftion. 

8. It appears, that by fome means or other, 
probably the too literal interpretation of the figu- 
rative language of fcripture, fuch an advance was 
made towards the doftrine of atonement, in the 
period of which I am now treating, that itVas ge- 
nerally fuppofed that the death of Chrift was z price 
paid for our redemption from the power of death, 
and that without it there would have been no re- 
furredfcion from the dead. But this fyftem was fb 
fer from being completed, that thefe writers could 
not determine to whom this price was paid 5 and 
in general it was agreed that it was paid to the 
Dm/, to whom mankind had been given over, in 
confequence of the fin of Adam. 

Origen was clearly of this opinion. " If^ 
fays he *, '^ we are bought with a price, as Paul 
*' affirms, we muft have been bought from fome 
*'perlbn whofe flaves we were, who alfo de- 
** manded what price he pleafed, that he might 
•^ difmifs from his power thofe which he held. 
** But it was the devil that held us. For to him 
** we had been given over for our fins. Where- 
** fore, he demanded the blood of Chrift as the 

• 0p€ra> vol. 11. p. 485. 
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** price of our redemption." He goes on to 
•* obferve, that till the blood of Chrift was 
given, which wa$ fo precious that it alone 

could fufEce for the redemption of all, it was 
neceflary for all thofe who were under the Law 
to give each his own blood, in a kind of imi- 
tation of a future redemption; and therefore 

that we, for whom the price of Chrift's blood 
is paid, have no occafion to offer a price for 

ourlelves, that is the hlood of circumcijion.*^ In 

this place, therefore, he fuppofes that the rite of 

circumcifion, and not the facrifice of animals, was 

intended to prefigure the death of Chrift, and to 

{tYYt as a kind of temporary fubftitute for it. 

This writer alfo compares the death of Chrift 
to that of thofe in the heathen world who de- 
voted themfelves to death, to avert public cala- 
mities from their country. *Mt is requfite*, 
*' for fome fecret and incomprehenfible reafons 
" in nature, that the voluntary death of a rlgh- 
" teous man fhould difarm the power of evil dae- 
" mons, who do mifchief by means of plagues^ 
dearths, tempefts, &c. It is not probable, 
therefore," he fays, " that Chrift died to break 
*' the power of the great daemon, the prince 
" of the other daemons, who has in his powei' 
" the fouls of all the men that ever lived in thi 
" wdrld." 

\ • 

* Contra Celfum, p. 25^ 
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This opinion, however, of the price of oor 
rcdeniption being paid to the devil, appears not 
to have been univerfally acquiefced in; and 
Gr. Nazianzen takes it up as a queftion that had 
not been difcuffed before; and after propofing 
feveral fchemes, and not appearing to be fatif- 
fied with any of them, he gives his own opinion 
with confiderable diffidence. •* We may in- 
quire," he fays*, " into a faft, and an opinion, 
which had been over-looked by many, but 
which I have diligently confidered, viz. to 
** whom, and for what, was the blood of Chrift 
" fhed. We were in the poffeflion of the devil, 
being fold to him for fin, we having received the 
pleafures of fin in return. But if the price of 
redemption could only be received by him who 
had poffeflion of us, I afk to whom was this blood 
paid, and for what caufe ? For if it was paid to 
'^ that wicked one, it was fhameful indeed; and 
*^ if he not only received a price from God, but 
*' God himfelf was that price, for fuch a price 
*^ it was certainly juft that he fliould fpare us. 
" Was the price paid to the Father? But how, 
" for we were not held by him, and Jiow could 
" the Father be delighted with the blood of his 
" only begotten Son, when he would not receive 
" Ifaac who was offered to him by Abraham? 
" Or rather did the Father receive the price, 
" not becaufe he defired, or wanted it, but be- 

Orat* xlli. Op€ra>p. 691. 
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*' caufe it was convenient that man ihould be 
*^ fanftified by what was human in God, that he, 
" by conquering the tyrant, might deliver us, 
" and bring us to him," 

IF 

The opinion which this writer mentions, in 
the laft place, and that to which we may, there- 
fore, fuppofe he was moft inclined, is that the 
death of Chrift, is, in fome manner, inftrumental 
to our Janilificatum^ that is, to our being made 
fit to be offered to God, and to be made his 
property, after having been in the power of the 
devil, but he does not fay that it was for our 
jujiification. He, therefore, had no proper idea 
of what is now called the do<^rine of atonement. 
Indeed, he expreffes himfelf with fo much un- 
certainty, that fome may ftill think, he was, 
upon the whole, of the opinion of Origen, viz. 
that the price of our red<cmption was paid ta 
the devil, but that it was more than he waii 
fairly intitled to. 

That the devil was the perfon to whom the 
price of our redemption was due, ieems to have 
been the general opinion of fpeculative writers 
till the age of the fchoolmen. Ambrofe fays *, 
^* we were pledged to a bad creditor, for fin. 
<' Chrift came, and offered his blood for us.'* 
This writer has a diftinftion with refpcft to our 

f Qrptii^ Openly vol.Jv. p, 344. 
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redemption by Chrift, which is fomething ca- 
rious. For he fays, " the flefh of Chrift was 
** given for the falvation of the body, and his 
" blood for the falvation of the foul/* I do not 
know that any of the moderns follow him in this. 
Optatus Milevitanus alfo fpeaks of the devil 
being in poffeflion of mens fouls, before they 
were redeemed by the blood of Chrift*. 

Auftin writes fo fully on this fubjeft, and his 
ppinions in general acquired fuch an afcendency 
in the weftern church, for many centuries after 
his death, that I (hall give a larger extradb from 
his writings. " What," fays hef , ^* is the power 
'' of that blood, in which if we believe we fhall 
be faved, and what is the meaning of being 
reconciled by the death of his Son ? Was God 
the Father fo angry with us, that he could not 
be pacified without the death of his Son ? By 
the juftice of God the race of man was deli- 
^^ vered to the devil j the fin of the firft man 
*^ being transferred to all his pofterity, the debt 
" of their firft parents binding them : not that 
*' God did it, or ordered it, but he permitted 
" them to be fo delivered. But the goodnefs of 
" God did not forfake them, though in the 
'* devil's power, nor even the devil himfelf, for 
*' he lives by him. If, therefore, the commif- 

* Opera, p. 80. 

^ De Trinitate, lib. xiU. cap. xi« Opera, vol. iii. p. 414. 
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" fion of fin, through the juft anger of God, 
fubjedk man to the power of the devil, the 
remiifion of fins, by the gracious forgivenefs 
*^ of God, <lelivers man from the devil. But 
** the devil was not to be overcome by the 

power, but by the juftice of God; and it 
pleafed God, that in order to deliver man 
*' from the power of the devil, the devil ftiould 
^^ be overcome not by the power, but by juftice^ 
** What then is the juftice" (or rather the rigbte-- 
cujnefs) *' by which the devil was conquered ? 
''what but the righteoufnefs of Jefus Chrift? 
** And how is he conquered ? becaufe, though 
'^ there was in him nothing worthy of death, he 
^' (that is the devil) killed him. Was not then 
*' the devil to have been fairly conquered, though 
*' Chrift had afted by power, and not by righte- 
^' oufnefs ? But he poftponed what he could do 
in order to do what ou^t to he done. Where- 
fore it was neceflary for him to be both God 
and man; man that he might be capable of 
*' being killed; and God to (hew that it was 
voluntary in him. What could fliew more 
power than to rife again, with the very flefti 
in which he had been killed. He, therefore, 
<:onquered the devil twice, firft by righteouf- 
nefs, and then by power." He alfo fays*, '^ the 
^* blood of Chrift is given as a price, and yet 
^* the devil having received it, is not enriched, 

•Pagc4T7. 
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** but bound by it, that wc might be delivered 
" from his bonds/' 

# 
This laft quotation contains an antithefis of 
which all the writers of that age were too fond, 
and to which they fometimes facrificed more 
than they ought to have done From the fame 
fondnefs for antithefis, without perh^s intend* 
ing to be underitood in the manner in which his 
expreflions will now be naturally underftood by 
many, he fays*, " Chrift alone fufFered punifh- 
*' mcnt without bad deferts, that by him we 
" might obtain favour with good deferts/* 



Proclus of Conftantinople alfo, a writer of 
the fame age, but fomewhat later than AufHn, 
confidercd the price of our redemption as paid 
to the devil. *« The devil," he faysf, *' held us 
*' in a flate of fervitude, boafting that he had 
** bought us. It was neceflfary, therefore, that 
*' all being condemned, either they fhould be 
*' dragged to death, or a fufficient price be paid ^ 
** and becaufe no angel had wherewithal to pay 
" it, it remained that God fhould die for us." 

9. Laflly, nothing, perhaps, can fhew more 
clearly how far the primitive chriftians were 
from entertaining the idea that many now do 

* Contra duas epift. Pel. lib. ivj cap iv« vol. vii. p. 915* 
t Grotii Opera, vol, iv. p 34.6 # 

concerning 
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concerning the efficacy of the death of Chrift, as 
inftrumental to the pardon of all fin, than their 
interpretation of fome of thofe texts in which 
the doftrine of atonement is now fuppofed to be 
contained. 

Clemens Alexandrinus explains Rom. iv. 25, 
he was delivered for our offences^ by faying that 
Chrift was the corredtor and director of finners, 
ib that he alone can forgive fins, being appointed 
a pedagogue by the univerfal Father *. He ex- 
plains Matt. XX vi. 28. in which our Lord calls 
the wine, bis blood which is Jhed for mat^^y " by 
** his words or doftrine, which was poured out 
" for many, for the remiffim of fins ^* and he in- 
terprets what our Lord fays in the 6th chapter 
of John's gofpel, about eating his flelh and 
drinking his blood, of faith and hope, which 
iupports the foul J, and to prove that blopd may 
reprefent word or dodtrine, he alledges Gen. 
iv. 10, in which it is faid, the blood of Abel 
cried unto God. 

Upon the whole, I think it muft appear fuf- 
ficiently evident, that the proper doftrine of 
atonement was far from being fettled in the third 
or fourth centuries, though fome little approach 
was rmde towards it, in confequence of fuppof- 
ing that what is called a ranfom in a figurative 

• Psed, lib. i. Operaip.iro. t Page iS^. } Page loo. 
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fenfe, in the New Teftament, was fomething 
more than a figure; and therefore that the death 
of Chrift was truly a price paid for our redemption^ 
not indeed direftly from Jitiy but rather from 
deaths though it was not fettled to whom this 
price was paid. In general the writers of thofc 
times rather feem to have confidered God as the 
perfon who paid the price, than he that received 
it. For, man being delivered into the power of 
the devil, they confidered the price of redemption 
as paid, to him. As to the forgivenefs of fins, it 
was reprefented by all the Fathers, and even by 
Auftin himfelf, as proceeding from the free grace 
of God, from which free grace he was farther 
induced to give up his Son, as the price of our 
redemption from the power of the devil. We 
muft, therefore, proceed farther, before we come 
to any regular fyftem of atonement, founded on 
fixed principles, fuch as are now alledged in fiip- 
port of it. 
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SECTION vn. 

Of the State of Opinions concerning the Doctrine of 
Atonement^ from the 'Time of Aujlin to the Re-- 
formation. 

After Auftin we find but few 
writers of eminence for feveral centuries, owing 
to the great confufion of the times; fo that he 
being the laft very confiderable writer in the 
weftern church, his works went down to pofte- 
xity with peculiar advantage, having no rival of 
any note. He was, therefore, confidered as an 
authority, and his opinions were feldom difputed. 
But having himfelf formed no fixed opinion with 
refpeft to the doftrine of atonement, his doc- 
trines oigraccy original finy and predeftinatioHy were 
not connefted with it, as they now are. We 
Ihall find, however, that though not immedi- 
ately, yet by degrees, fomething more like the 
prefent doftrine of atonement got eftabliflied 
before the sera of the reformation. 

About two centuries and a half after Auftin, 
we find Gregory the Great, who was the moft 
confiderable writer in his time. But he alfo was 
far from having any confiftent notions on this 
fubjeft. For at the fame time that he infifts 
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upon the neccflity of fome expiation, he lays, 
that our redemption might have been efFe^d 
by Chrift in fome other way than by his death. 
He fays**, ** The ruft of fin could not be purged 
^* without the fire of torment; Chrift therefore 
came without i^k, that he might fubjeffc him* 
felf to voluntary torment, and that he might 
^* bear the punifliment due to our fins/' But he 
fays f , " Chrift might have affifted us without 
'^ liifFering, for that he who made us could de- 
*^ liver us from fufiering without his own death, 
^^.But he chofe this method, becauie by it he 
*^ fliewed more love to us." 

In Theodorus Abucara, a Greek writer of 
the ninth century, we find fomething more like 
the do6trine of atonement, than in any writer 
in the JLatin church. Indeed, as far as the ex- 
traft given us by Grotius goes, it is very exprefs 
to the purpofe. But how he would have ex- 
plained himfelf if he had written more largely 
on the fubjeft, I cannot tell. He fays J, " God 
*^ by his judgmients demanded of us all things 
'^ that are written in the Law; which when we 
could not pay, the Lord paid for us, taking 
upon himfelf the curfe and condemnation to 
" which we were obnoxious." Again, he lays§, 
** Chrift, the mediator, reconciled us to God." 

• In Job 11. cap. xii. Opera, fol, 13. 

•|* In Job XXX. cap. xxvi. Operai fol. 1*3. 

% Gjotdi, Opera, T9I. i\r. p. 347. •§ Fage 34s. 

In 
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In the Latin church, however, the dodnine 
of atonement does not appear to have been fixed 
in the ekventh century; at Icaft if we may judge 
of it by the writings of Anfelm, who was one of 
the greateil theologians of that age, and one of 
the firfl who diftinguifhed himfelf by diat pe- 
culiar kind of acutenels of ipeculation, which 
was carried much farther feme time afterwards, 
in what is caJUed the age of tki^ fcboolmen. This, 
however, we may fay, that all the ideas of An- 
felm on this fubje£t, would not be adopted by 
thofe who are advocates for the do6trine of 
atonement at prefent. He fays*, " that of in- 
numerable other methods, by which God, 
being omnipotent, might have laved men, he 
*' chofe the death of Chrift, that by it, he 
^* might, at the fame time manifeft his love 
*^ to men." " Was the Father/' fays he, " fo 
** angry with men, that unlefs the Son had 
*' died for us, he would not be appeafed? No: 
** For the Father had love for us even when we 
** were in our fins." Yet he faysf, ** Human 
** nature could not be reflored unlefs man paid 
^^ what for fin he owed to God, and that which 
*^ Chrifl ought not to pay but as nian, he 
^^ was not able to pay but as God ; fo that 
^^ here was a necefllty that God fhould be united 
^ to man." 

* Ad Rom. cap. v. Opera, vol. ii. p* 31. 

f Cur deus hoOM)* lib.ii. cap. xS. Opera, vol. iii. p. 6s. 

This 
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This feems, indeed, to be the proper language 
of the dodbrine of atonement. But he afterwards 
^xprefTes himfelf in a manner not quite fo favour- 
able to that fcheme, for he fays, " As Chrift cUed 
^* without any fin of his own, a reward was due 
** to him ; and becaufe he, being God, could not 
^* receive any addition of happinefs, the reward 
-*' was bellowed on thofe on whom he chofe that it 
'* Ihould be conferred ; and on whom could he 
more juftly chufe to have it beftowed^ than 
upon his relations and brethren, whom he few 
** in fo miferable a flate ; that that might be rc- 
** mitted to them which they owed for their fins, 
** and that might be given to them, which on ac- 
^' count of their fins they wanted/* 

Something more like the doftrine of atone- 
ment occurs in Theophilus, a Greek writer of the 
age of Anfelm. But the quotation from him in 
Grotius, is fo fliort, that, as in the cafe of Abucara, 
I cannot tell how he would have explained him- 
felf if he had written more largely upon the fub- 
jeft. It may be obferved, however, that as 
Grotius was profefledly coUefting authorities in 
fupport of the doftrine of atonement, he would 
Hot have omitted any thing that he had found 
more to his purpofe. " The Father," fays this 
writer*, "was angry; wherefore Chrift being 
*' made a mediator reconciled him to us. How ? 

• Grotii, Opera, vol. iv. p. 348, 

"By 
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** By bearing what we ought to have bore, viz. 
*^ death." By this, however, he might not mean 
the wrath of God in a future ftate^ but fimply 
deaths refpefting the whole human race, which we 
have feen to be the opinion of the primitive Fa* 
thers. And this, indeed, might be all that Abu^ 
cara intended to exprefs in the pailage above 
quoted. 

In the following century we meet with Peter 
Lombard, the greateft authority in the fchool 
of theology before the appearance of Thomas 
Aquinas ; but. in him we find nothing more fet- 
tled about the doftrinc of atonement than in the 
time of Auftin. This writer, in his book of Sen-^ 
tenets^ in which he meant to comprize the fum of 
tiniverfal theology, treating of the manner in which 
we are delivered from fin and the devil by the 
death of Chrift, fays f, " that in the death of Chrift 
the love of God towards us is made confpi* 
cUous, and by means of it we are moved 
*' and excited to love God, who hath done fo 
*^ much for us, and thus we become juftified, 
that is, being free from fin, we become righ-* 
teous. The death of Chrift, therefore^ juftifies 
us, becaufe by means of it love is excited in 
•^ our hearts." 

He adds, but more obfcurely, that, *^ in ali- 
^ other manner alfo, we are juftified by the death 

I* Lib. iii. dift. xix« xx* p. 5964 

"of 
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" of Chrift, viz. becaufe by faith in it we are freed 
'^ from fin, looking to it as the children of Ifrael 
** looked to the brazen fcrpent ; fo that though 
** after the death of Chrifl the devil may tempt 
** us, as he did before, he cannot conquer us as 
*' he did before. Thus Peter was overcome by 
•* temptation before the "death of his mailer^ but 
*^ afterwards behaved with the greatefl boldinds 
** before the Jewifh rulers/' Again, treating erf" 
the manner in which we are delivered from pu- 
nifhment by the death of Chrifl, he fays, that 
" the penance enjoined by the church would not 
" fuffice without the fuflFerings of Chrifl:, co-ope- 
*' rating with it ; fo that the fins of good men 
" before the death of Chrift were bome with by 
** God until that event." He fays, however^ *^ we 
** are not to fuppofe that the death of Chrifl fo 
" reconciles us to God, as that he then begins to 
** love thofe whom he before had hated ; for, that 
^* God always loved men, and that he might have 
*^ chofen any other method to redeem us fix)m 
*' fin than by the death of Chrift, if he had 
" pleafed ; but that he chofe this method becaufe 
*^ in this manner the devil is overcome not by 
^ power ^ of which he was a lover, but by righ-- 
f* teoufnejsj which he hated. For we being the 
<* captives of the devil, God might have relcafed 
^* us by his authority only." This is the fame 
view of this fubjeft that was before given by 
Auftin. 

In 
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In this laft quotation from Peter Lombard, 
we find fomc remains of the old doftrine of re- 
demption from the power of the devil; but 
in Bernard, who was his cot^nporary, we find 
more of the proper doctrine of fatisfadton, but 
not very fully dated, and mixed, with fome prin- 
ciples not very confonant to it. Upon the whole, 
however, his doftrine on this fubjeft is nearer to 
that of the modems than any thing we meet with 
before the reformation. He alfo fpeaks oi imputed 
Jin^ and imputed rigbteoujnefs more cxprefsly^ I be- 
lieve, than any who had gone before him. He 
fays*, that, " fince man, by fin, became ob- 
noxious to two kinds of death, the one fpiritual 
and voluntary, the other corporeal and necef- 
*^ fary, God by his corporeal and voluntary death 
^* obviated both. Had he not fufifered corpo- 
** really, he had not paid our debts, had he not 
*^ fuffered voluntarily, there would not have been 
^* any merit in it." *' God-man," fays he f, " tak- 
** ing the punifhment, and being free from the 
*^ guilt, dying of his own accord, merits life and 
** rightcoufnefs for us." *^ Death," he fays, ** is 
*^. driven away by the death of Chrift, and his 
*^ rightcoufnefs is imputed to us; Shall the fin of 
*^ Adam be imputed to me ? And Ihall not the 
** rightcoufnefs of Chrift belong to me alfo ? We 
*^ are much more truly born of God according 

* Ad MUites Templi, cap. xl, Operat p. 337* 
flbid. 

"to 
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to the fpirit, than we are horn of Adam accord^ 
ing to the flelh. A foreign righteoufnefs," 
fays he*, " is given to man who v* anted his own. 
*' It was man that o^#ed, and it was man that 
** paid. The (atisfaftion of one is imputed to all." 
But in all this he is fpeaking of natural death only, 
and therefore he did not in &£i: go beyond the 
ideas of Auftin. 

Notwithftanding this language, fo exceed- 
ingly favourable to the dodtrine of atonement, he 
Ipeaksf of the power that God and every perfon 
has, to forgive fins committed againft himfelf« 
" Can I," fays he, " forgive an offence againft 
** myfelf ? the Omnipotent certainly can. We 
*' know, therefore, that Chrift can forgive fin by 
*^ the power of his divinity, and we cannot doubt 
" of his willingnefs." 

The great oracle of the Latin church was 
Thomas Aquinas ; and his doftrine, we may pre- 
fume, was that which was mod generally received 
in that church, and retained till the time of the 
reformation. The following quotations from his 
Summa, Ihew, that his doftrine of fatisfaftion was 
a mixed one. He fays J, that " in confequence of 
*^ fin man was a debtor to God as a judge, and 

* Epift. cxc. Opcrai p. 1556. 

f Ad Milites cap. xi. Opera^ p. 837. 

I Part iii, Qu. xlviii* Art. vi. p. 120. 
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*' to the devil as a tormentor. And with refpeft 
to God, juftice required that man fhould be re- 
deemed, but not with refpeft to the devil; fo 
that Chrift paid his blood to God, and not to 
^ the devil. It was not naturally impoffible for 
God,'* he fays*, " to be reconciled to man 
without the death of Chrift, but this was more 
•* convenient, as by this means he obtained more 
** and better gifts than by the mere will of God." 
He fays that *' God might have remitted the fins 
*' of men by his mere will, but that it is more 
** convenient to do it by the death of Chrift, on 
** account of the various ufes which it anfwered a<i 
•* the fame time, elpccially moral onesi and among 
*' others he mentions our being thereby the more 
^' excited to love God, and that Chrift thereby 
•' gave an example of obedience, hunwlity and 
** fortitude." He faysf, that *' the guilt of fin is 
taken away by the renovating power of grace^ 
and the puniihment of Chrift, as a man mak« 
" ing fatisfeftion to God." He illuftrates the 
merits of Chrift with refpeft to chriftians, by the 
idea of his being the head, and they the body, as 
if> fays he:}:, a mail by means of his hands. fliouU 
redeem himfelf fi-om a punifliment due for a fin 
committed by his feet. Laftly, he maintained thae 
baprifm> penance, and the other facraments, dc^ 
rived their virtue from the death of Chrift* 

* Ibid, Q^. xlvi. Art. ili. p. iii^ 

t lb. Q;.xxii. p, 57. { Qu. :(Llf iii, ArU fl. p. 190; 
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It appears from thefe extrafts^ that die Latiii 
church was far from having any conliftent doc-- 
trine of atonement, though a great deal was 
afcribed to the death of Chrift. We (hall find, in 
another part of this work, that though the writers 
of this age admitted the dofbine of Auftin con- 
cerning graccy they were not without expedients 
to make room for the do£trine of the merii of 
good works, and even to provide a fund of merits 
transferable to thofe who had it not, of which the 
court of Rome made a mofi: intemperate ufe. 
This doftrine of merity would naturally check the 
tendency which the divines of that church might 
otherwife have had, to perfedl the dodtrine of 
fatisfaftion for (in by the death of Chrift; and it 
was in oppofition to this doftrine of human merit, 
that Luther, and feme others of the reformers, 
laid the great ftrefs which we find they did upon 
the doftrine of the mqrit of Chrift, and the (atis- 
faftion made for our fins by his death. With 
them, therefore, and with them only, (hall we 
find the doftrine of atonement completed in all 
its parts. How this bufinefs flood in the Greek 
church, I have had no opportunity of tracing; 
but from the few fpecimens I have given of it, 
it (hould feem, that their opinions were nearer to 
thofe of our reformers than thofe of the church 
of Rome. 

It is very remarkable, that we find nothing 
like a ^ontraverfy on the fubjeft of this doftrine in 

aU 
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all the wcftern churchy quite down to the refor- 
mation ; nor do we find any thing of this kind in 
the Greek church, except, that \n the twelfth 
century, the emperor Emanuel. Commenus, ex- 
crqifed himfelf and his divines with this queftion, 
** in what fenfe it might be affirmed than an in- 
** carnate God was .at the fame time the oflFerer 
*' and the oblation ♦ ?*' But nothing of any con- 
iequcnce refulted from it. 



SECTION VIIL 

Of the DoSlrine of the Reformers on the Sulje& 

of Afonement. 

1 HE firft who feparated from the 
church of Rome were the Waldenfesy of Pied- 
mont in the Alps. They feem to have had their 
origin from the time of Claudius biihop of Turin, 
who diftinguiflied himfelf by his oppofition to the 
worlhip of inriages, and other innovations of the 
church of Rome, in the tenth century. With 
them we find a general oudine of the doftrine of 
atonement in the confeflion of faithj which they 
prefented to the king of France in 1544^ in which 

* Molheiniy voK u. p. 435. 

R 3. they 
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thty fay^ that^ ^^ the Fathers, to whom Chrift was 
'^ promiiedj notwithftanding their fin, and their 
^^ impotence by the Law, defired the coming of 
** Chrift to fatisfy for their fins, and to fulfil the 
^' Law by itfelf *•" But we find nothii^ of tlus 
fubjeft in their older confeflions. In general, 
however, it cannot but appear pitiable, that as 
the advocates of the church of Rome were in* 
dined to explain away the do£lrine oigraciy and 
to introduce that of merits thofe who wifhed for a 
reformation of the abufes of penance, purgatory, 
and indulgences, which were founded on the doc- 
trine of merits would lean to the other extreme^ 
and lay great ftrefs on the fatisfaftion made for 
(in by the death of Chrift alone» 

WicklifFe feems to have been a firm believer 
of the doftrine of predeftination, and alfo of the 
abfolute neceflity of the death of Chrift, in order 
to the forgivenefsi of fin, if his fentiments be 
faithfully reprefented by Dupin, who cenfures 
him t for maintaining that God could not par- 
don fin without the fatisfadlion of Jcfus Chrift ; 
that he can fave none but thofe who are adtually 
faved ; and that he wills fin in order to bring good 
out of it. And Mr. Gilpin reprefents him J, as 
maintaining that " all men, as far as the merit of 
" another can avail, are partakers of the merits 

• Leger, Hiiloire. p. 94. f Hiftoiy, Tol. vHi. p. 1 17. 
ILifeofWicUi£fe,p. a. 
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•* of Chrift." This, howctrer , is not very con- 
fiibetit with the do£lrrine of pFcdeftinatkm* 

But after die reformation by Luther, we find 
the dofkrinc of fatisfadion, or atonement for fin 
"by the death of Chrift, reduced to a regular fyftem, 
grounded on certain principles, and purfued to 
its proper extent* It cannot be faid of the divines 
fince that period, as it may perhaps be laid of 
ibme before k, that what we meet with in them 
on diis futgeft were only cafual expreflions, or 
liafty and unfetided thoughts, and that if they had 
written more fully and profefledly upon the fub-* 
j^&, they might, perhaps^ have advanced what 
would have been inconfiftent with it. There can 
be no doubt but that the principles of this doc<- 
trine were the resJ perfuafion of many of the firft 
reformers, that they confidered it as an article c^ 
the utmoft confequence, and that even the doc- 
trine of the divinity of Chrift was only a fecondary 
confideration with vidpe&, to it; Since Ae reafon of 
the iniqamation of Chrift, they fay. Was the giving 
fnerit to his fufferings and death, and to enablie 
him tO( make an infinite hxkh&iovi for fin, which 
was of infinite! magnitude, and required nothinj 
fefs CO expiate it at the hands of a* tighteous ant 
juft God. 

That the firfl: mfonnera fiiould fo eagerly 
ttfidi at dii& doftrine, aod lay die ftreis they did 
upon it, may be accounted for upon two confi* 
derations. The firft is, diat the controverfy began 

R ^ on 
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on the fulgeft of indulgences, which were built on 
the doftrine of merit, and this was'mcifl: eSe&ually 
oppofed by difclaiming merit altogether^ under- 
valuing all good works, and building all hopes 
of future happinefs on the perfe£t fads&6kion diat 
Chriil has made to the juftice of God for us^ and 
his righteoufnefs imputed to us. 

Another circumftance which contributed to 
give them this turn, was that Luther had been 
a friar of the order which bore the name of Auftin. 
He was much converfant in his writings, and 
therefore would have a leaning not only to his 
dodrines of grace, original fm, and predeflinadon, 
but alfo to this of fatisfadlion, which, though it 
was not properly advanced by Auftin himfelf; 
had been gradually eftabliihed on his general 
principles. 

The doftrine of Luther and his followers on 
this fubjeft, we fee in the confeffion of faith, pre- 
fented to the emperor Charles V. at Augfburg 
in 1530, where we find itafferted*, that ^^Chrift 
** died to reconcile the ]lf ather to us, and that he 
** might be a true facrifice for the guilt not only 
^' of original fin, but alfo for all the a£tual fins of 
^' men." 

This doftrine is more fully exprefTed in the 
Helvetic confeffion of the year 1536, and which 

* 97ntagQia>p. {•: 
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was approved by all the proteftant churches in 
Europe at that time. It is there declared*, that 
** Chrift took upon him, and bore the fins of the 
** world, and fatisfied divine juftice. God there- 
" fore, on account of the paflion and rcfurre6Hon 
** of Chrift only, is propitious to our fins, nor 
^^ does he impute them to us, but he imputes 
*^ the righteoufnefs of Chrift for ours j fo that we 
** are not only cleanfed from our fins, but alfo 
*' prefented with the righteoufnefs of Chrift, and 
'* being abfolved from fin, we become righteous, 
** and heirs of eternal life. Therefore, properly 
** fpeaking, God alone juftifies us, and only 
*^ for the fake of Chrift, not imputing to us 
** our fins, but imputing to us his righteouf- 
«nefs/' 

But the proper principle of this do&rine, as 
providing an infinite fatisfadtion for offences of 
infinite magnitude, is moft fiiUy exprefled in the 
fynod of D(/rt, held in x 6 1 8. « God," fay they f,. 
/* is not only fupremely merciful, but fupremely 
«^juft. But his juftice requires that our fins, 
** being committed againft his infinite majefty, 
*' muft be puniihed not only with temporal, but 
^* with eternal pains, both of body and mind ; 
*' which pains we cannot cfcapc till the juftice of 
^^ God be fatisfied. But when we could not make 
^' fatisfaftion, God gave his only begotten Son to 

^ Sjiitagma, p. i6. f Canon> 1. 11. 
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** ikisfy for us ; and he was made fin and a cwfe 
** upon the crofs in our ftead." 

Notwithftanding the fatisfadion, thus fup- 
pofed to be made to the juftice of God, by the 
fufferings of Chrift, it it evident that tho^ moft 
be fome method of appropriating the benefit of 
thefe fufierings to individuals i for otherwife all 
mankind would have an equal claim to it. And 
fince it would favour the dofbrine of human 
merit too much, to fuppofe that the merit of 
Chrift's fufiering was always applied to perfons 
of a certain charafter and conduft, advantage 
was taken of an expreflion of the apoftle Paul, 
that we are Javed hy faith alme ; interpreting it, 
as if it were fomething altogether independent df 
good works J or even of a good difpofition of mind, 
which always precedes good works, and confti- 
tutes whatever merit they have. This application 
of the merits of Chrift was, therefore, (aid to be 
made by fomething to which they gave the name 
bf faith, but at the fanne time they difoiaimed its 
being either of the nature of a work, or dlfdth 
in the ufual fenfe of the word, viz. the belirfcf a 
truth. They therefore contented themfelves with 
defining it by its effe£is ; and this has been done, 
as might be fuppofed, very difFcrendy, and gene- 
rally in figurative language, which conveys no 
determinate ideas, and therefore leaves the mind 
in great uncertainty, whether it be poflefifed of it 
or not. . 

In 
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In die Saxon confeflion^^ (aith is defined to 
be *' not the knowledge of any hrftorical faft, 
" but the embracing of all the articles of faith, 
•* and efpeciaUy this, / believe the remiffhn fffins^ 
^ not to others only, but to myfelf alfo/' It it 
aUb there called, *^ an acquiefcing confidence in 
•* the niediator/* In the fynod of Dort, it i» 
called, an inftrumcnt by which we lay hold of 
** the righteopfneis of Ghrift;" and it is always 
iuppofed to be fomething that is imparted by 
God, and nothing which can be acquired by man 
himfelf. So alfo that repentance on which falva- 
tion is promifed, is faid, in the Auguftan c6nfe(^ 
fion, to be **the free gft of God, and to be 
•' given not on account of any works that we 
•^ have done, or may dof.'* 

It is evident, that the more careful divines 
have been to explain y^i/i&, as fomething that is 
neither of the nature of a worky nor yet the pro- 
per bilirf^my thing, the more inexplic^le and 
uncertain they have left it. In conlequence of 
1^, perfons of a warm ima^adon nrare readily 
^cy that diey have experienced this kind of 
imjoard oferatim, or feeling ; while perfons of nx>re 
ibber muids have often great doubts and diftrefs 
on this account. This aSt rffmtby as it is fonus-^ 
tdoies called, is idfo reprefentsed eidicr as ccm* 

^ l(jllttlgJUft| p« 17* ^ Alt* IT* 

cideot^ 
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cident> or the fame thing MPith the new hirfb, with* 
out which no inah can be called a child of God, 
or an heir of eternal life. But when the phrafeo-* 
logy of fcripture, and the reafon of the thing, are 
confidered, we cannot but be iatisfied, that^^^ 
is the belief of the gofpel, or of thofe hiftorical 
h&s which are contained in the writings of the 
evangelifts, and that the new birtb is that diange 
of charafter and condufk wluch is produced . hf 
that belief. 

This innproved dofbrine of fatisfadion being 
held up by the reformers in oppofition to the 
popifli doArine of rnerit, did not a little em- 
barrafs the divines of the church of Rome, 
among whom that do£trine had never been 
brought to any certain ftandard, fo that there has 
always been room for great diverfity of opinion 
on the fubjedt^ 

In the debate about imputed rigbteoufnefs in 
the council of Trent, it was agreed by all the 
divines, that Jefus Chrift had merited for us, and 
that his merit is imputed to us ; but Dominicus 
a Soto maintained that the term ought to he ex- 
ploded, becaufe neither the Fathers nor the fcrip-* 
tures ever ufed it, and efpecially becaufe the 
Lutherans had abufed it, affirming that imputed 
righteoufnefs is the fole juflification of man. He 
added^ that it cut o£F all the neceflity of fatis&c- 

don 
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tion> and equalled the meaneft of all laints to the 
blefled vii^** 

At length the council condemned certain 
aflertions of Luther> efpecially that God con-- 
verts thofe vrhom he wiU> even though they re^ 
lift; and fome in the writings of Zuinglius^ viz. 
that in predfcftination and reprobation men have 
no power but only the will and pleafure of God & 
that the juftified cannot fell from grace, &cf. 
After much debating on the fubjcft, the decrees 
of this council were fo framed, that it was hoped 
they might have fatisfied all parties. But in 
confequence of this, there was {o much ambi- 
guity in them, that they decided nothing \ and 
the controverfy among die catholics themfelye» 
-went on juft as before j perfons of the moft op- 
pofite fendments appealing to the fame decreet 
of this council. 

Among other things it was determined by 
them, that the grace by which nien are juftified 
is merited by Chrift:]:. And upon the whole tf is 
evident, that their decrees are in favour of that iet 
of opinions which is termed orthodoxy in all ch& 
cftabliihed churches among the reformed. 

We are not to conclude diat becaufe this doc-* 
trine of fatis£i£Uon for fin by the death of Chrift^ 

^ KiL of the Cooncil of Trent abridged by Juneu^ p. 122. 
^ Ibid, p, 1 30. J I)upin*s Hiftoxy of the i6th CeQtury» p. 50. 
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was held up by ahnoft all the reformers, as an 
arucle of fo great magnitude and importance, dutt 
therefore it was foon fo reduced to a fyftem, as 
that there was no diverfity of opinion about it 
Nay it appears that fome very eflfential pointi 
belonging to it were then, and indeed ftill are, un-» 
-determined i and they are things of fuch a nature, 
M) in &A, leave great doubts with refpeS: to the 
very foundation of the dofhine itfelfl 

Calvin makes it eflential to the fadsfe^on 
of Chrift, that his death fhould be both voluntary 
(which indeed others had faid before him) and 
alfo that he fhould be condemned in a court of 
juftice. «« Had Chrift been kiHed,'* lakl he ♦, " by 
^ robbers, or in a fedition, his death would have 
** been no kind of fatisfaftion ; but by being con- 
** demned before a judge, it is plain that he 
^* affumed the charaftcr of a guilty pcrfon.*' I 
fhould imagine, however, that many very ortho- 
dox perfons of this day would think, that diere 
might have been the fame merit in the death of 
Chrift, with refped: to his making fatisfa£bion for 
^e fins of men, if the malice of his enemies had 
brought him to any kind of violent death, though 
there had been no fentence of an iniquitous court 
of juftice for the purpofe^ 

It is now generally thought diat the fcene of 
Chrift's meritorious fufferings, when he afhially 

^ InftitutioDS, lib* lit cap« 17, fee. |« 
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bore the fin of men^ and fu6rered the puniihment 
due to them, was either in his agony in the gar* 
den, or in his death upon the crofs ; but Calvin 
&ys*, ^* nothing would have been done by the 
^^ mere death of Chrifl^ if he had not alfo after* 
^' wards deicended into Hell, where he fuftained 
'^ that death which is infiifted by an angry God oa 
^* the wicked." To this he applies what the au» 
thor of the epiftle to the Hebrews fays of Chrift's 
praying witbjirong cries and tears ^ which he fays 
was left he ihould be fwallowed up by the wrath 
of God as a (inner f. In another place, how<> 
ever j:, he (ays that in general Chrift takes out 
(ins, and purchafes righteoufhe^ for us by the 
whole couHe of his obedience. But this is a 
thing sJxHit which thoie who now believe tho 
dodrijie of atonement are not agreed §• 

It is evident^ however, that Calvin believed 
the real de(cent of Chrift into hell, not for the 
^ke of preaMng io iht^firiis in prtfrn^ or, as dib 
primitive Fathers imderibod it, to th/oSc who 
died under the old difpenlation, but that he might 
there fuffi^ the proper torments of the damned> 
9nd bear the ^^radi of God diat had been merited 
by die fans of men. Yet he (ays J, that **God 
<^ was not really angry with Chrift, though he 
^^ made him bear all the efi^s of his anger^* 

* lb* fec« JB. t Sec. xi. % Ch. ftYi« li^. ^. 
S See Doddridge*s Le5lures> p* 421* 
I Inftitutionti lib. li. cap* xvik ice. si* 

He 
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He would certainly, however, have been the pnj- 
per objeft of God's anger ifi as he maintains *, 
*' the (lain (that is the guilt) as well as the pu- 
" nifhment of fin, was laid upon hinn, fo that it 
** ceafed to be ioiputed to men/' If God was 
neither difpleafed with men becaufe their guilt 
was transferred to Chrift, nor with Chrift to 
whom it was transferred, what was the objeft 
of his anger, and how was his juftice really ia^ 
tisfied ? 

A more difficult queftion, and to which it is 
impoffible that any fatisfaAory anfwer, fliould be 
given, is how the fufFerings of Chrift can be 
deemed infinite^ fo as to make atonement for fins 
of infinite magnitude, when the divine nature of 
Chrift, to which alone infinity belongs, b impaf- 
fible, and his human nature could bear no more 
than that of any other man ? It muft be exceed- 
ingly difficult to conceive how any iuppoied 
union of the two natures can be of any avail in this 
cafe, unlefs, in confequence of that union, the 
divine nature had borne fome fhare of the fuffer- 
ings, which the fcheme requires to be infijiite, 
and this idea is juftly difclaimed as impious* 
Ofiander the Lutheran, maintained that Chrift, as 
man, was obliged to obey the law of God him- 
felf^ and therefore that he made expiation for fin, 
as God 5 but Stancarus, another Lutheran divine, 
in oppofition to him, maintained that the office 

* Sec. Yl. 

of 
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of mediator belonged to Chrift as man only*. 
Both thefe opinions this writer fays are dangerous. 
This is hot the only cafe in which we fee men 
bewildering themfelves, and puzzling others, by 
departing from the pldn path of truth and com- 
mon fenfe. 

Such, however, is the conftitution of things, 
lliat we are not authorized to expedi: any great 
good, without a proportionable mixture of evil. 
The cafe of Luther, and of Calvin too, was fuch, 
that the reformation of the errors and abufes of 
popery could not have been expeded of them, or 
of their followers, but on principles equally erro- 
neous. Happily, however, other perfons, uncon«. 
nedted with them, were able, even at that time, 
to hit the happy medium between the popifh 
dodtrine of merits as a foundation for the abuies 
of penance, indulgences, &c. and that of the total 
injignificance of good works to procure the favour 
of God. If by our good works we can procure 
the favour of God to ourfelves, which is the uni- 
form language of the fcripture, and yet ho portion 
of one perfon's merit be ccnfidered as capable of 
being transferred to another (which, indeed, is 
in the nature of things impoflible) the very 
foundation of the popifh doCbrine oifupereroga^ 
Sion^ and confequently of indulgences^ is over-* 
turned ; and yet no one falfe or dangerous prin- 
ciple is introduced in its place. 

^ Mo(heuD| Tol. ir. p. 47. 
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Fauftus Socinu$9 who diftinguifhed himfelf fo 
much in recovering the original doctrine of die 
proper bumanity of Cbrift^ as to give occafion to 
aU who now hold that do£brine to be called by 
his name, faw clearly the abfurdity of what was 
advanced by the other reformers concerning (a- 
dsfa£tion being made to the juftice of God by 
the death of Chrift. Indeed^ it immediately fel- 
lows from his principles^ that Chrift being only 
t man> though ever fo innocent^ his death could 
not, in any proper fenfe of the word^ atone for 
the fins of other men. He was, however, £ur 
from abandoning the doctrine of redentptum in the 
fcripture fenfe of the word, that is, of our ddi« 
verance from the guilt of fin by his gofpd, as 
promoting repentance and reformation, and from 
the punilhment due to fin, by his power of giv- 
ing eternal life to all who obey him. But, indeed, 
if God himfelf freely forgives the fins of men upon 
their repentance, there could be no occafion, pro- 
perly fpeaking, for any thing farther being done 
to avert the punifhment with which they had 
been threatened. What he fays on the fubjetSt is 
as follows. 






We are faved, however, from the punilh- 
ment of our fins by Chrift, becaufe by his 
" great power in heaven and earth, he brings 
*' it about, that no puniftiment can reach us 5 
and by the fame power he will accomplifli our 
entire and perpetual freedom from death, which 
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is the wages of fin^ and its principal and 
peculiar punilhmcnt. But this method of 
refcuing us from the punifhment of our fins 
is very different from that which implies a 
^' fatisfedion for them.— —Nothing can be 
*' more repugnant to each other than the free- 
** dom of pardon and fatisfaftion. Indeed, no 
** man of judgment and piety ought to entertain 
*' the idea of fatisfaftion for fin -, fince it plainly 
" does very much derogate from the power 
*' and authority, or the goodnefs and mercy of 
« God*." 

He farther obferves, that though John the 
baptift when he afcribes to Chrift the taking away 
of fitly calls him a lamb^ and that mode of expref- 
Hon alluded to the expiatory facrifices in the 
Law, yet he apprehends that in this the baptift 
alluded to his whole cbaraSiery as in feveral 
methods Chrift takes away the fins of the world. 
In fupport of this he alledges, that in the 
expiatory facrifices of the Law, thofe which 
were exprefsly offered for fin, no lamb was fa- 
crificed f * 

Grotius, having written a treatife in defence 
of the dodtrine of fatisfaftion, againft Socinus, 
gave occafion to a moft excellent anfwer by 
Crellius, in defence of the Socinian doftrine on 

* Toulmin^s Life of Socinus, p. i86* f lb. p. 194* 

S thi9 
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this fubjcft ; and to this> Grotius did not thiric 
proper to poakc any reply. 

In England, this do£trine of atonement fecnK 
to have got as firoa pofleffion of the minds of 
men, as that of the divinity of Chrift. It is the 
do6lrine of the eftabliflied churches of England 
and Scotland* and is retained, at leaft in ibme 
qualified fcnft, even by many who do not 
hold the divinity of Chrift, at icaft thofc who 
are ftikd Arians. For, that a Socinian ihould 
hold this doftrine, in any fenfe, is hardly pof- 
fible. We are not, however, to expeft a 
fudden and effe6tual reformation in this or in 
any other capital article of the corruption of 
chriftianity. 

To eftablifli this article was a work as we 
have feen, of long time, and therefore we muft 
be content if the overthrow of it be gradual 
alfo. Great buildings do not often fall at once, 
but fonne apartments will ftill be thought ha- 
bitable, after the reft are feen to be in ruins. It 
is the fame with great Jyftems of doSriney the 
parts of which have long gone together. The 
force of evidence obliges us at firft to abandon 
fome one part of them only, and we do not im- 
mediately fee that, in confequence of this we 
ought to abandon others, and at length the 
whole. And indeed, could this have been feen 
from the beginning, it would have been with 

much 
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much more difficulty that we fhould have been 
prevailed upon to abandon any part. The very 
propofal might have daggered us ; and any 
doubt with refpeft to the whole, might have 
been followed by univerfal fcepticifm. It hath 
pleafed divine providence, therefore, to open 
the minds of men by eafy degrees, and the de- - 
te(5tion of one falfhood prepares us for the detec- 
tion of another, till, before we are aware of It, 
we find no trace left of the immenfe, and feem- 
ingly well compafted fyftem. Thus by degrees 
we can reconcile ourfelves to abandon all the 
parts, when we could never have thought of giv- 
ing up the whole. 

There are many who can by no means think 
that God has, in a proper fenfe, accepted of the 
death of Chrift in lieu of that of all men (hav- 
ing no idea of the poffibility of transferring guilty 
and confequently of transferring punifhment) who 
yet think that the death of Chrift ferves to fhew ^ 
the divine difpleafure at fin, in fuch a manner, 
as that it would not have been expedient to 
pardon any fin without it; and they think that 
the facrifices under the Law had a real refer- 
ence to the death of Chrift in the fcheme of 
the goipelj while others think the death of 
Chrift was neceflfary to the pardon of fin, and 
our reftoration to eternal life, in fome method 
of which we have no clear knowledge, being 

S 2 only 
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only obfcurely intimated in the fcripturcs, and 
therefore could not be intended to produce its 
effedt by any operation on our minds. 

In time, however, I make no doubt^ but 
that an attention to what feems now to be as- 
certained with refpedb to the moral charafter 
and government of God, viz. that he is a being 
purely good^ that in him, juftice, is only a modi- 
fication of benevolence, that he fimply wiflies 
the happineft of all his creatures, and that virtue 
is a neceflary means of that happinefs; that 
he is incapable of introducing any umecejfary 
evily and that his difpleafure at fin is fufficiendy 
fliewn by the methods which he takes to pro- 
mote the reformation of finners, and by the 
punifhment of thofe who continue unreformed : 
thefe, I fay, together with other confiderations, 
fuggefted in the argumentative part of this divi- 
fion of my work, will in time eradicate what- 
ever yet remains of the do6trine of atonement ; 
a dodtrine which has no foundation in reafon, 
or in the fcriptures, and is indeed a modern 
thing. 

In fa6t, the only hold it has on the minds 
of many proteftants, is by means of fuch a literal 
interpretation of fingle texts of fcripture, as gives 
the doftrine of tranfubftantiation a like hold 
on the minds of papifts. Befides, it mud, I 

am 
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am perfu^ded, kad many perfons to think ra- 
tionally on this fubjedb, and efpecially to aban- 
don all middle opinions with relpeft to it, to 
obferve, as they muft do if they give due atten- 
tion to the language of fcripture, that thofe 
particular texts on which they are difpofed to 
lay fo much ftrefs, give no countenance to any 
middle doftrine. For they muft either be inter- 
preted literally, according to the plain and ob- 
vious fenfe of the words, which will enforce the 
belief of proper vicarious punifhments, or they 
muft be interpreted figuratively j and then they 
will not oblige us to believe the doftrine of 
atonement m any fenfe, or that Chrift died a fa- 
crifice in any other manner, than as any perfon 
might be faid to be a facrifice to the caufe in 
which he dies. 

It is now, certainly, time to lay lefs ftrefs on 
the interpretation of particular texts, and to 
allow more weight to generalconfiderations, de- 
rived from the whole tenor of fcripture, and 
the didates of reafon ; and if there fhould be 
found any difficulty in accommodating the one 
to the other (and I think there is even lefs of 
this than might have been expefted) the former, 
and not the latter, fhould remain unaccounted 
for. Time may clear up obfcurities in particular 
texts, by difcovering various readings, by the 
clearer knowledge of ancient cuftoms and opi- 

S3 nions. 
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nions, &c. But arguments drawn from fuch 
confiderations as thofe of the moral government 
of God, the nature of things, and the general 
plan of revelation, will not be put off to a future 
time. The whole compafs and force of them 
is within our prefent reach, and if the mind 
be unbiaffed, they muft, I think, determine our 
affent. 



It is certainly a great fatisfaftion to entertain 
fuch an idea of the author of the univerfe, and 
of his moral government, as is confonant to the 
diftates of reafon and the tenor of revelation in 
general, and alfo to leave as little obfcurity in 
the principles of it as poffible ; that the articles 
of our creed on this great fubjeft may be few, 
clear, and fimple. Now it is certainly the doc- 
trine of reafon, as well as of the Old Teftament, 
that God is merciful to the penitent, and that 
nothing is requifite to make men, in all fitua- 
tions, the objefts of his favour, buf fuch moral 
condudt as he has made them capable of. This 
is a fimple and a pleafing view of God and his 
moral government, and the confideration of it 
cannot but have the beft effedt on the temper of 
our minds and conduft in life. The general 
tenor of the New Teftament is likewife plainly 
agreeable to this view of things, and none of the 
fa^s recorded in it require to be illuftrated by 
any other principles. In this, then, let us ac- 

quiefce. 
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quiefce, not doubting but that, though perhaps 
not at prefent, we fhall in tinne be able, with- 
out any effort or draining, to explain all par- 
ticular expreffions in the apoftolical epiftles, &c. 
in a nianner perfeftly confident with the ge- 
neral ftrain of their own writings, and the reft 
of the fcriptures. 
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PART III. 

The lUftory of Opmims concerning Grace^ Ori- 
ginal SiN> and Predestination. 



THE INTRODUCTION. 

JN EXT to the opinions concerning the 
f^rfon of Chriji^ none have agitated the minds of 
men more, or produced more ferious confe- 
quences, than thofe relating to the doctrines of 
grace^ original Jiny znd predeftination, which have 
fo many connexions, that I think it proper to 
treat of them all together. 

That it muft be naturally in the power of 
man to do the will of God, muft be taken for 
granted, if we fuppofe the moral government of 
God to be at all an equitable one. He that made 
man^ certainly knew what he was capable of, and 

would 
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would never command' him to do what he had 
not enabled him to perform ; ib as to propofe to 
him a reward which he knew he could never 
attain, and a punifhment which he knew he, had 
no power of avoiding. If it be worth our while 
to inquire at all intathe government under which 
we live, we muft begin with afluming theie firft 
principles. For, otherwife, we have nothing to 
do but to await whatever he who made us hath 
pleaied to determine concerning us, nothing that 
we can do in the cafe being abb to alter it. 

Suppofing, therefore, that God did not mean 
to tantalize his creatures, in the ttioSt cruel and 
infulting manner, every moral precept in the 
fcriptures is a proof that man has naturally a 
power of obeying it, and of infuring the reward 
annexed to the obfervance of it. Now moral 
precepts, with exprefs fanftions of rewards and 
punilhments, abound in the fcriptures ; and men 
are even expoftulated with, in the mod earncft 
manner, and perfuaded to the praftice of their 
duty, by the moft folemn affurances, that Ged is 
not willing that anyfljould 'perijh^ and by repeated^ 
warnings, that their deftruftion will lie at their 
own door ; the general tenor of the preaching of 
the old prophets being turn ycy turn ye^ from your 
rvil wayy why will ye ^e, ye hou/e of Ifrael. Alfoi 
every thing that is of a moral nature in the N« w 
Teftament is unifijrmly delivered in the fam^ 
drain. 

Notwithftanding 
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Notwithftanding this, it hath been imagined 
that all thefe reprefcntations are to be accommo- 
dated to a fyftem, according to which, the whole 
race of mankind received fo great an injury by 
the fall of Adam, that from that time none of 
his pofterity have been capable even of forming 
a good thought, and much lefs of doing all that 
God requires of them j and moreover, that they 
are all fo far involved in the confequences of his 
&11, and his fin is confidered as fo much their 
cwn (he being their reprefentative. Handing in 
their place, and afting for them) that they are 
even properly puniftiable for it, and liable on 
that account to everlafting torment, though they 
had never finned themfelves. It is believed^ 
however, that God hath been pleafcd to fave 
certain individuals of mankind from this general 
ruin, but that it was not from any refpeft to 
the better charafter or conduft of fuch indi- 
viduals, but of his mtrtfree and arbitrary grace* 
It is alfo part of the fame fyftem, that every 
good thought and purpofe, in the hearts even of 
thofe who are thus ekSled^ is immediately in- 
fpired by God, and that without this continual 
alTiftance, to which they give the name of grace^ 
no man has any choice but of evil, from the mo- 
ment of his birth to his death. 

It is not eafy to imagine, a prioriy what could 
have led men into fuch a train of thinking, fa 
evidently contrary to the plain di£tates of reafbn, 

and 



a68 The Hiftory of 

and the moft natural interpretation of fcripturc 
There is, indeed, an appearance of humility in 
afcribing every thing that is good to God ^ but 
to afcribe to him, as all men muft do, thofe 
powers by which we are enabled to perform 
good works, comes, in faft, to the fame thing. 
ffn:>at have we, as the apoftle fays, that we have 
not received? How then are we the lefs indebted 
to God, whether be works all our works in us, 
and for us, by his own immediate agency, or, he 
does it mediately, that is, by means of thofe 
powers which he has given us for that purpofe T . 
With refpedt to the charafter of the Divine 
Being, it certainly lofes more by the idea of the 
predeftination of the greateft part of mankind to 
inevitable deftruftion, than it can gain by the 
belief of an arbitrary interference in favour of a 
few. The whole fcheme, therefore, certainly 
tends to make the divine charadter and govern- 
ment appear lefs refpeftable, indeed execrable. 

In faft, it is probable that fuch a fcheme as 
this, would never have entered into the mind of 
any man, who had been left to his own fpecula- 
tions on the fubjeft, or to his ftudy of the fcrip- 
tures. Accordingly, we find that the principal 
parts of this fyftem were firft fuggefted in the 
heat of controverfyj and when the niind was 
once prepoffeffed in favour of fome of the 
maxims of it, the reft were gradually introduced 
to complete the fcheme s and the fcriptues^ as in 

all 
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all other cafes, were afterwards eafily imagined 
to favour the pre-rconceived hypothefis. 

Indeed, the more amiable part of the fyftcm, 
or that which afcribes every thing that is good 
immediately to God, without refpeft to fecond 
caufes, has confiderable countenance from the 
piety of the facred writers ; but their language 
on this fubjeft, will appear to be as juft as it is 
piousy when it is rightly interpreted. Many per- 
fons, no doubt, will be more eafily reconciled to 
the doftrine of ekSion by previouQy imagining 
that they themfclves are in the number of the 
eledtj and while they can thus fancy themfelves 
to be the peculiar favourites of heaven, they 
can bear to confider the reft of mankind, as 
abandoned by the lame being to a feverer fate* 
Alfo, in general, all men are fufficiently inclined 
to look off from the dark and moft objeftionable 
fide of any fcheme of principles which they 
adopt* 

» 

With refped to the fall of Adam, all that 
we can learn from the fcriptures, interpreted li- 
terally, is that the laborious cultivation of the 
earth, and the mortality of his race, were the 
confequence of it. This is all that is faid by 
Mofcs, and likewife all that Is alluded to by the 
apoftle Paul, who fays, that hy one man fin entered 
into the world. For what he adds all have finned 
Cdn only mean that all arc involved in that death y 

which 
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which was the confequence of his fin. Ilf^ indecdt 
this^ be interpreted literally, it will imply that all 
are involved in his guilt as well as in his fufFer- 
ings. But this is fo unnatural an interpretation, 
and fo evidently contrary to fenfe and reafoo 
(fin being in its own nature a perfbnal thing, and 
not transferable) that the text was never under* 
ftood in this fenfe till the fyftem, the hiftory of 
which I am writing, was fo far advanced, as to 
require it, and to have prepared the minds of 
men for it. In like manner, the words of our 
Saviour, this is my body^ were always underftood 
to mean a memorial of his body, tiU the minds 
of men were gradually prepared to bear a literal 
interpretation of them; and then that interpre- 
tation was made ufe of to fupport the dodtrinc 
which fuggefted it. 

In like manner, there is a predejiination ipoken 
of by the apoftle Paul; but, in general, it 
means the good will and pleafure of God, in 
giving certain people peculiar privileges, and 
efpecially the knowledge of the gofpel, for the 
improvement of which they were anfwerable. 
If he does fpeak o( future glory y as the confe- 
quence of this predeftination, it was upon the 
prefumption, that they improved thofe advan- 
tages, and by that means made themfelyes the 
proper fubjefts of future happinefs. Or, poflibly, 
in fome cafes the apoftle confidering God as the 
ultimate and proper author of every thing that 

is 
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is good> and of all happinefs, might overlook 
the immediate means and fteps^ and with this 
fenfe of piety, and cOmprehenfion of mind, might 
fpeak of future glory itfelf, as the gift of God, 
and therefore might make no difference in his 
mind, at that time, between predeftination and 
foreknowledge. But the tenor of all his writings 
(hews, that it was far from being his intention 
to reprefent future glory as given by an arbitrary 
decree of God, without any reipefi: to the good 
works which ajone can fit men for it; which 
good works are as much in a man's power, a$ 
eLny other adtion of which he is capable. 

Having pi:emi fed dieie general obfenrati(»is, 
I now proceed to (hew by what fteps thefe ^n^ 
ciples of the utter in^iliiy of man to do the will 
of God, as derived from the fiill of Adam, the 
imputation of his (in to all his poflerity, and the 
arbitrary predeftination of fbme to eternal lifi^ 
and the confequent rejedtion, or rq)robation, of 
the reft of mankind, by which they are devoted 
to certain and everkfting deftrudion, were firfl 
introduced, and at length got the firm eftablifh-* 
ment they now have in the creeds of almoft aU 
chriftian churches. 
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SECTION t 

Of the DoHrines of Grace, &?r. befcre the Pelagian 

Qmtroverfy. 

It is remarkable that we find hardly 
^ny trace of what are now called the doftrines of 
grace y original fin, or predejlination before the Pe^ 
lagian controverfy which was near the end of the 
fourth century. I believe all the moderns are 
agreed, that it was clearly the opinion of all the 
antient Fathers, that God has left it entirely in 
the power of every man to aft well or iU, Baf- 
nage^ who was himfelf fufficiendy orthodox it 
the modern fenfe of the word, acknowledges ^i 
that though the fathers in general thought that 
we are indebted to the grace of God for all our 
virtues, yet they fay that the beginning of falva- 
tion is from man, and that it depends entirely 
upon himfelf. It is not denied, however, but 
that they might believe an internal influence 
upon the mind on extraordinary occafionsi but, 
as Vofllus obfervesf, none before Auftin fup- 
pofed that there was an immediate concurrence 
of divine grace, neceflary to every good thought 
or aftion. 



* Hiftorie des Eglifes Reformees, voU it p» i6^« 
f HiftoriaPelagianifmiy p. 291* 
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^' God", fays Juftin Martyr*, " has not 
^^ made man like the beafts, who can do no- 
** thing from choice and judgment; for he would 
*^ not be worthy of reward or praife, if he did 
** not of himfelf chufe what was good, but was 
*^ madi good \ nor, if he was wicked, could he 
*' be juftly puniflied, a§ not having been fuch of 
*' himfelf but only what he had been made/' 
In fupport of this he quotes If. i. 16. Wajh ye^ 
make ye clean, &c. Bafnage faysf, that the an- 
tients maintainid free will with much warmth, 
granting men an entire power to be converted 
or not. Clemiens Alexandrinus and Origen, he 
iays, were at the head of this party. 

It is remarkable that Auflin himfelf^ before 
he engaged in the controverfy with Pelagiuj, 
held the fame opinion concerning free will with 
the reft of the Fathers who had preceded him, 
and he was far from denying this. ' In particular, 
he acknowledges 4l> that before this time he had 
been of opinion, that faith, or at leaft the begin- 
ning of faith, and a defire of converfion, was in 
the power of man. It was a faying of his§, 
^' If there be not grace, how Ihould God fave 
** the world, and if there be not free will, how 
*^ can he judge the world. No man," fays he, 

• Apol. i. Edit. Thirlby, p. 6^. 
f Hiftoire des Eglifes Reforme^s^ p 76, ' 
} De Predeftinatione, lib. i. cap. iii* Opera^ vol. vii. p. jt35. 
% Epift. xlvi. vol. ii. p. 260. 

T " can 
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*' can be juftly condemned for doing that which 
" he was not able to refift*." Citing a paffagc 
in the fon of Sirach, viz. God left man in the 
bands of his council^ be placed life and death before 
him, that that which be pleafed Jhould be given him, 
he faysf, *^ Behold here is a very plain proof of 
** the liberty of the human will, for how does 
" God command, if man has not free will, or 
*' power to obey." He alfo proves J, that it is 
in our power to change the will, from thefe 
words of our Saviour, Make the tree good and the 
fruit goody ^c. 

We have almoft the fame unanimous opinion 
of the antients, concerning the effefts of the fm 
of Adam, as concerning the natural capacity of 
man with refpeft to virtue and vice; and they 
had occafion to fpeak to this fubje6t very early, 
in confequence of the opinion of the Gnoftics 
in general, and the Manicheans in particular; 
who held that the fouls of men were originally 
of different ranks, and fprung from different 
principles, good beings having produced fome of 
them, and bad beings the reftj on which ac- 
count they faid fome were naturally carnal and 
others fpirituaL Accordingly, they had taught 
that fin arofe not from the free will of man, but 
from the fubftance of matter , which they held to 

♦ De Duabus Animabus, cap. x. Opera, vol. vi. p. 153. 

f De Gratia, cap ii. Opera, vol. vii. p. 1299. 

X Contra Adimantuni, cap. xxvi Opera, vol vi. p. 210* 

be 
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be the only fource of evil ; fo that fome fouls 
were wicked not by choice, but by nature. 

In * oppofition to this, Origen maintained, 
that all fouls were by nature equally capable of 
virtue or vice, and that the differences among 
men arofe merely from the freedom of the wiU^ 
and the various ufes of that freedom, that God 
left man to his liberty, and rewarded or punifhed 
him according to the ufe he made of it**. 

It is evident, however that Origen muft have 
maintained, according to his known philofophical 
principles, that perfeft freedom with relpeft to 
virtue and vice was only enjoyed by man in his 
pre-exiftent ftate. For he, with other Platonifts, 
•maintained that the fouls of men had finned in 
heaven, and therefore were united to fuch bodies 
as were a clog and a prifon to the foul, and 
that xhtflejh laid upon it a kind of neceffity of 
finning. Chryfoftom alfo fays f, that with an 
infirm body we derive from Adam a proneneft 
to inordinate affections. But he was far from 
fuppofing that men were in any other manner 
fufferers by the fall of Adam, and Icaft of all 
that they were perfonally refponfible for his 
condud of himfelf. Le Sueur laments J, that 
this writer was pot quite orthodox with refpeft 
to original fin, grace^ and free will; but he 

* See his Philocaliai p. 50. tec 

t Opera yoU w. p. 136. } A* Dt 407* 

X 2 apologizes 
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apologizes for him, as having written before tbe 
herefy of Pelagius broke out. 

The Fathers who, in general, held that the 
punifhment of Adanm's fin was only mortaUiy^ 
declare, that God fubjefted men to this mortafity 
not out of anger, but from wifdom and clemency, 
in order to beget in them a hatred of fin, and 
^' that fin might not be eternal in them *." But 
Titus biihop of Boftra, who was before Pela^ 
gius, taught that death was natural, and not the 
cfFedt of fin f. 

Voflius acknowledges J, that Clemens Alcx- 
andrinus had no knowledge of original fin ; and 
Epiphanius blamed Origen, and John of Jerufa- 
lem, for faying that the image of God was loft 
in man after the expulfion of Adam out of 
Paradife §. 

Auftin himfelf, in his con troverfy with the 
Manicheans, declared that it is impoffible that 
fouls Ihould be evil by nature|| . So far was he 
from fuppofing that men were relponfible for 
Adam's conduft, that he faid ^, no man " is wife, 
** valiant, or temperate, with the wifdom, valour, 
** or temperance of another, or righteous with 
*' the righteoufnefs of another," 

• Whitby on the Five Points, Preface, p. 9. 
'+ Bafnage, Hiftoire des Eglifes Refomiees, vol. i. p, 167. 
X Hiftoria Pelagionifmi, p. 160, § Whitby, lb, p, 391. 
II De Duabus Animabys, cap. xii. Opera, vol. 6. p. 155, &c. 
9 ^^ Ubero arbitrio, lib. ii. cap. xixt Opera, vol i. p. 663, 

The 
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The tcftimony of the fathers in this period is 
no le(s clear againft the doftrine of predefttnation 
to eternal life, without refpeft to good works. 
All the Fathers before Auftin, fays Whitby *, in- 
terpreted what the apoflle Paul fays of predefti-* 
nation, in the 8 th and 9th chapters of his epiille 
to the Romans, of thofe whom God fore-knew 
to have good purpofesj and in a fimilar manner 
they explain all the other texts from which the 
dodtrine oPeleftion and reprobation is now de- 
duced: and Auflin himfelf, in his controverfy 
with the Manicheans, interpreted them in the 
lame manner. Melanchton fays that all the an- 
tients, except Auflin^ affertcd that there was 
fome caufe of eleftion in ourfelves f 5 and Prof^ 
per, who took the part of Auflin, acknowledged 
that the Pelagians treated his do£):rine as a no- 
velty J. 

Juflin Martyr could have no knowledge of 
arbitrary predeflination, when he faid§, " if every 
*' thing come to pafs by fate, it is plain that 
** nothing will be in our power. If it be fate 
^* that this man fhall be good, and the other bad, 
*^ the one is not to be praifed, nor the other 
« blamed." 

Didymus, who taught theology at Alexandria 
(afterwards condemned for his adherence to Ori- 

• On the Five Points, p. loo f ^* P» '^3* f ^» *•*• 
§ Apol.J. Edit. Thirlby, p. 64.. 

T 3 gen. 
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gen, but on no other account) fays, that predcf- 
tination depends upon God's foreknowledge of 
thofe who would believe the gofpel, and live 
according to it*i and Jerom was fo far from 
believing the modern doftrine of eleftion and 
reprobation that he thought that no chriftians 
would finally perifti. 

It is fufficiently evident from thefe teftimo- 
nies, that the doftrine of the utter inability of 
man to do the will of God, of the corrupdon 
of our nature by the fall of Adam, and of our 
refponfibility for it, together with the doctrine of 
abfolute unconditional eleftion of fome to eternal 
life, and of the reprobation of the reft of man- 
kind were altogether unknown in the primitive 
church. We muft now confider the Pelagian 
controverfy, and the remarkable change which 
it occafioned with refpeft to thefe doftrines, 

* Bafn^ge Hiiloire, desEglifcs Reformees, vol. i. p, 168. 
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SECTION 11. 

O/^be Peldgian Controverfy^ and the State of Opt- 
, nions in Conjequence of it. 

PeLAGIUS was a Britifli Monk, 
allowed by Auftin himfelf to .have been a man 
of irreproachable morals^ who travelled in com- 
pany with Celeftius, another monk and a native 
of Ireland, and with him refided fome time at 
Rome, a little after the year 400. As far as 
appears, thefe two men had no opinions different 
from thofe which we have feen to have been ge- 
nerally held by the chriftian writers of that age; 
but being men of fenfe and virtue, they oppofed 
with warmth fome growing abufes and fuperfti- 
tions, cfpecially with refpeft to the efficacy of 
baptifm. 

This rite, we fhall find, was very foon ima- 
gined to have a power oiwajhing away fin \ and 
a notion of a fimilar nature had alfo prevailed 
refpefting the Lord's fupper. But it was the 
former of thefe fuperftitions that happened to 
come in the way of Pelagius to oppofe. As an 
argument that baptifm could not of itfelf, be of 
any avail to the pardon of fins, he urged the ap- 
plication of it to infants, who had no finj he 
maintained that nothing but good work^ are of 

T ^ any 
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any avail in the fight of God; and that to thefc 
alone, which it is in every man's power to per- 
form, the pardon of fin is annexed. 

It does not appear that thefe dodtrines, which 
were the outlines of what has fince been called 
the Pelagian berefy^ met with any oppofition at 
Rome. But retiring from that city on the ap- 
proach of the Goths, thefe monks went to Africa, 
and Celeftius remaining there, Pelagius pro- 
ceeded to Paleftine, where he enjoyed the pro- 
tection of John bifhop of Jerufalem, while his 
friend, and his opinions, met with a very diflFer- 
ent reception from Auftin bilhop of Hyppo; 
who, in his account of what followed, fays he 
was firft ftaggered at hearing it afferted, that 

infants were not baptifed for the remiffion of 
fins, but only that they might be fanftified in 
Chrift*," by which was probably meant, that 
they were dedicated to God, and deftined to 
be inftrufted in the principles of the chriftian 
religion. 

Upon this, Celeftius and his friend were gra- 
dually engaged in a warm conteft, in the courfe 
of which (as was certainly the cafe with relpedk 
to Auftin, their principal opponent) they were 
probably led to advance more than had origi- 
nally occurred to them, in order to make their 

♦ Dc Peccatis, &c. lib, 3, cap vi. Opera, vol. yH, p. 725. 

fyftem 
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fyftem more complete. Among other things, 
they arc faid to have afferted that mankind de- 
rives no injury whatever from the fall of Adam, 
that* we are now as capable of obeying the will 
of God as he was, that othcrwife it would have 
been abfurd and cruel to propofe laws to men, 
with the fanftion of rewards and punifliments ; 
and that men are born as well without vice as 
without virtue. Pelagius is alfo faid to have 
maintained that it is even poflible for men, if they 
will ufe their beft endeavours, to live entirely 
without fin. This Jerom fays, he borrowicd 
from Origen, from whom it paffed to Ruffinus, 
Evagrius, Ponticus, and Jovinian, whom he calls 
the patriarchs of the Pelagian herefy. 

Pelagius did not deny what may be called 
external grace, or that the doftrines and nriotives 
of the gofpel are ncceffary, but he admitted 
nothing of internal grace. He acknowledged, 
indeed, that the power we have to obey the will 
of God, is the gift of God to usj but he faid that 
the direSlion of this power depends upon our- 
felves. He is even faid to have advanced, after 
Titus of Boftra above-mentioned, that we do 
not die in confequence of the fin of Adam, but 
by the neceflity of nature, and that Adam himfelf 
would have died if he had not finned *• Much 
^rther was he from fuppofing that xht Jecond 

* Auftin De Haerefibus Sec. Ixxxyiii. Opera^ toI vi. p. 33. 

deatbj, 
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deaths of the punilhment of the wicked in a fu- 
ture worlds was any confequence of the fin of 
Adam. 

In fevcral of thefe pofitions Pelagius appears 
Co have gone ferther than the generality of chrif- 
tians in his time, even of thofe in the Eaft, 
where he met with the mofl favourable recep- 
tion. He was particularly cenfured by Chry- 
foflom and Ifidore, for afferting that man had 
no need of any inward afliftance, which was ge- 
nerally believed to be afforded, efpecially on ex- 
traordinary occafions, and that man had received 
no injury whatever from the fin of Adam. 

Auflin, in his controverfy with the Pela* 
gians, made no difficulty of renouncing many of 
the things which he had advanced againfl the 
Manicheans, Whitby fays*, that he was not 
able to anfwer feveral of his former arguments, 
and that the exceptions which he made to fome 
of his own previous maxims were weak and 
abfurd. Thus he had before defined fin to be 
*' the will to do that from which we have no 
*^ power to abflain;" but afterwards he faid, he 
had then defined that which was only fin, but 
not that which was alfo the punifhment of fin. 

In oppofition to the doftrine of human 
merit, he afTerted that divine grace is neceffary 

* On the Five Points^ p. 391. 

to 
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to bend the will, for, that without this we arc 
free only to do evil, but have no power to do 
good. 

As the heathens could not be faid to have 
had that grace of God, fpoken of in the gofpel, 
by the help of which alone Auftin fuppofcd that 
good works were performed; to be confident 
with himfelf, he maintained that hone of the 
works of the heathens were properly good, and 
that even the good works of Cornelius would 
have availed nothing without faith in Chrift** 
Sometimes, indeed, he would allow that the good 
works of the heathens would entitle them to a 
temporal reward, and leffen their future tor- 
ments f. But he likewife diftinguifhed himlelf 
by faying that fuch good works were only a 
kind Q^Jhining Jins. In fupport of this dodrine, 
he faid that Chrift would have died in vain, i^ 
in any other manner than by faith in him, men 
could have attained to true faith, virtue, righte- 
oufnefs, and wifdomj. But in this he did not 
attend to the doftrine of Paul, who fays, that 
*' they who have not the law are judged without 
*^law; they being a law to themfelves; their 
*' own confciences accufing or elfe excufing 
'' them." 

• De Baptifmo, cap, viii. Operai vol. vli. p. 379. 

f Epift. p. y. Opera, vol. ii. p. 259 Contra Jullanuni, lib. it. 

cap. iii. Opera vol. vii. p. 1033. 
{Ibid. p. I •29. 

With 
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With refpeft to mginalfiH^ Auftin ftrenucuily 
maintained^ that infants derive fin from Adam, 
and that his guilt was^ in fome way entailed upon 
them^ fo that they are obnoxious to punifhment 
on account of it ; though he acknowledged it was 
no proper guilt of theirs, but only that of their 
anceftor, they?/f being an zQ: of his will only*. 
Afterwaids an improvement was made upon this 
doArine by the difciples of Auftin, who aflferted 
that a covenant was made with all mankind in 
Adam, as their firft parent, and that he was made 
to reprefent them all ; fo that, had he obeyed, all 
his pofterity would have been ha[^y through bis 
obedience; but that in his difobedience they are 
all fihners, his aft being imputed and transferred 
to them alL 

Auftin maintains that baptifm is neceflary to 
recover men from that ftate of perdition into 
which the fall of Adam had brought them, and 
therefore that all who were not baptized were in 
a ftate of damnation. To prove that infants had 
finned in Adam, he urged, that otherwife Chrift 
could not be their Saviour f. He appears, how- 
ever, to have been fhocked at the thoughts of 
cxpofing infants to the torments of hell on account 
of the fin of Adam only j and therefore he main- 
tained, that though they were in hell, their punifli- 

• Openi> vol. i. 22. 

t Contra duas EpiAolas Pelagianoruix)> lib. i. cap. xxiii. Opera, 
^1. vii. p. S79. 
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mcnt was fo little, that they would rather chufe 
to exift under it, than not to exift at all*. This 
was afterwards d reded up as a divifion, or parti- 
tion in hell, and was called Limbus Infantum. Be** 
fore the Pelagian controverfy, Auftin had faid 
that the fouls of infants, dying unbapdzed, went 
neither to heaven nor to hell, but went to a place 
where they neither enjoyed the vifion of God^ nor 
fufiered the pains of the damned f . , 

Since, according to the preceding doftrinCy 
the very firft motion towards any good work, fuch 
as faith and repentance, is immediately from 
God, and it is not in the power of man to con-* 
tribute any thing towards it, Auftin was obliged^ 
in purfuance of his dodbrine, to maintain that 
God had, of his own arbitrary will, predeftinated 
to eternal ]ife all that were aftually faved, white 
the reft of mankind were left expofed to a puniih- 
ment which they had no power of avoiding. At 
the fame dme, however, maintaining, according 
to the univerfal opinion of that age, that baptifm 
was the chriftian regeneration, and waftied away all 
fin, original and a6hial, he was under a neceifirf 
of diftinguiihing between regeneration Bnd/alva^ 
tion ; maintaining that juftifying faith, and regene- 
rating grace might be loft, or that the regenerate 
might have all grace, but not that of perfeverance^ 

• Contra Julianum> lib, t. cap, viii. Opera, Tol. yii. p. io85« 
t D« Libero Avbitficu Kb. Hi^cap. »uu. 0|<ni| wl. i, p. 691. 
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fincc it depended upon the decree and good plea- 
fure of God, whether they would perfevere to the 
end or not*. In this refpeft thofe who now 
maintain the doftrine of predeftination differ very 
confiderably from Auftin, maintaining that none 
are truly regeneratedy except the eleSf^ and that all 
thefe will certainly perfevere to the end, and be 
faved. In the church of Rome, however, and 
alfo in that of England, regeneration and baptip^ 
are confounded, and the terms ^re ufed as expreiT- 
ing the fame thing. 

Auftin, whofe influence in the churches of 
Africa was uncontrouled, procured the opinions 
of his adverfary to be condemned in a fynod held 
at Carthage in 41 2 j but they prevailed notwith- 
ftanding. The Pelagian doftrine was received 
with great applaufe even at Rome, There the 
conduft of the biihops of Africa, who had ftig- 
matized it as heretical, was condemned, and pope 
Zozimus was at the head of thofe who favoured 
Pelagius. Auftin's doftrine of predeftination, in 
particular, was not confirmed by any council 
within a century after his death, and though it 
was defended by the moft celebrated divines in 
the Weft, it was never generally received in the 
Eaft, and was controverted by many in Gaul, and 
the favourers of it explained it. with more or lefs 
latitude. This controverfy, which began with 

* VoiTii Hiftoria Pelagianifmi, p. 565, 

the 
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the doftrine of grace, and was extended to original 
fin and predeftination, rent the church into the 
moft deplorable divifions in all fucceeding ages, 
and they have been continued, with little inter- 
miflion, to the prefent tinie. 

This controverfy was, however, almoft wholly 
confined to the weftern church, while the Greeks 
continued in the fl:ate in which the chriftian 
church in general has been reprefented to have 
been before the Pelagian controverfy ; fuppofing 
that eleftion, or predeftination, was always made 
with a view to mens good works. Chryfoftom, 
as well as John of Jerufalem, continued to hold 
opinions very difierent from thofe of Auftin, 
though thefe were very foon generally received 
in the weftern church ; and juft in the heat of this 
controverfy, Caflian, a difciple of Chryfoftom, 
coming to Marfeilles, taught a middle doffrine^ 
which was, that ^' the firft converfion of the foul 
" to God was the efiefl: of its free choice,'* fo that 
zl\ preventing, as it was called, or predifpofing grace, 
was denied by him j and this came to be the dif* 
tinguifhing do6trinc of thofe who were afterwards 
called Semipelagians. Prolper and Hilary, who 
were bilhops in Gaul, gave an account of this 
dojftrine to Auftin, but it wa^ fo popular, that 
he did not venture to condemn it altogether, or 
to call it an impious and pernicious herefy *• 

* Bafnage, Hiftoire des Eglifes Reformers; roi, i, p. 19s* 
J^oibeiiDy vol. i. p, 427, 

This 
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T\m contFOverfy alfo interefted many pcrfbns^and 
much was written on both (ides of the queilion. 

The peculiar o{)inion ofthe^Semipela^ansis 
cxprcffed in a different manner by different wri- 
ters, but all the accounts fufficicntly agree. Thus 
fome reprefent them as maintaining that inward 
grace is not neceflary to the firft beginning of re- 
pentance, but only to our progrefs in virtue. 
Others fay that they acknowledged the power of 
grace, but faid that faith depends upon ourfdvcsi 
and good works upon God ; and it is agreed upon 
all hands, that thefe Semipelagians held that pre- 
deftination is made upon the forefight of good 
works, which alfo continued to be the tenet of 
the Greek church. 

The Semipelagian doftrine is acknowledged 
by all writers to have been well received in the 
monafteries of Gaul, and efpecially in the neigh- 
bourhood of Marfeilles ; owing in a great mea- 
to the popularity of Caffian, which counterafted 
the authority of Auftin, and to the irreproachable 
lives of thofe who flood forth in defence of it. 
Profper writing to Auftin about thefe Semipela- 
gians, fays, " they furpafs us in the merit of their 
" lives, and are in high ftations in the church*." 

The afliftance of Auftin, though he was then 
far advanced in life, was called in to combat 

* Sueur, A. D. 429. 
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thefe Semipelagians^ and it was the occafion of 
his writing inore treatifes on thefe fubjedls. In 
thefe he ftill ftrenuoufly maintained thaf the pre- 
deftination of the eld£t was independent of any 
forefight of their good works, but was according 
td the good pleafure of God ohly, and that pterfe- 
verance comes from God and not from man. 

Notwithftanding the popularity of the Semi-- 
pelagian do&rine^ and its being patronized by 
fome perfons of confiderable rank and infiuence* 
the majority of fuch perfons muft have been 
againfl it ; for we find that it was generally con- 
demned whenever any fynod was called upon the 
lubjeft. But there were fome exceptions. Thus 
one which was affemblcd at Aries, about A. p< 
475, pronounced an anathema againft thofe who 
denied that God would have all men to be faved^ 
or that Chrift died for all, or that the heathens 
might h^ve been fa ved by die law of nature** 
Upon the whole, it cannot be faid that the dofbrine 
of Auftin was completely eftablifhed for fome cen- 
turies ; nor indeed was it ever generally avowed 
in all its proper confequences, and without any 
qualifications, till after the reformation, when the 
protellants efpoufed it, in oppofition to the popilh 
doftrine of merit. 

• Voflitif, p. 6^6. Bafnage, Hifhnre deft Eglifes Rtforme^S, 
%«>I. i. p. 699, 
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SECTION HL 

Of tie Di>8rav if Graet, ^c. in the mdMe Agest 
twd tUl the Refermatiea. 

It is pretty evident that, notwithftand- 
ing the great nominal authority of Aufldn, whom | 
it was fcldom reckoned fafc exprefsly to contra- 
di^, upon the whole the Scmipelagian doctrine, 
may be laid to have been moft prevalent in Eng- 
land and in France, ef^ecially during the 6th and 
7th centuries. AU the grace that was generally 
contended for in this period, was that which they 
fuppofed to be imparted at baptifm, or a kind rf I 
fupernatural influence which did not fail to ac- ^ 
Company or to follow mens own endeavoui^ 
Confequently, the operation of it in praftice did 
not materiallydiSFer from that of Semipel^iatiUM 
itfelf. All the difference in fpecuUdon was that, 
whereas Pelagius Ciippofed the power of man tb 
do the will of Gdd, was given him in his formji- 
rion, and was therefore properly inherent in him, 
its much as his bodily ftrength, that irfiich was 
" afferted by his opponents in thefe ages was fome- 
thing foreign indeed to a man's felf, and imparted 
at another time, or occafionally, but ftiU, in fa^ 
at his command, and the doctrine of reprobation 
was never much relilhed. 

In 
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In a council held at Orange in 529, againft 
the Pelagians and Semipelagians, it was deter- 
miried that, " all thofe who have been baptized, 
and have received grace by baptifm, can and* 
ought to accomplilh the things which belong 
to their falvation 5 Jefus Chrift enabling them, 
provided they will labour faithfully," and not 
only do the Fathers affembled upon this occafioii 
profefs not to believe that there are men def- 
tined to evil or fin by the will of God, but 
they fay, that, " if there be any who will be- 
*^ lieve fo great an evil, they denounce an 
'* hundred anathemas upon them with all de- 
** teftatiort*.*' 

In this ftate things continued, the Pelagian 
or Semipelagian doftrine being generally re- 
ceived, till about the middle of the ninth century. 
For, notwithftanding the credit of Auftin's name, 
and the authority of his writings, no books wer6 
more generally read in thofe ages than Caffiatfs 
Colleifions, which was thought to be the beft book 
of inftitutions for a monk to form his mind upon^ 
and which gave a ftrong irtipreflion in favour of 
the doftrine of the Greek church. This was very 
apparent in the ninth century, when Godefchal- 
chus was feverely reproved by Hincmar for af- 
ferting fome of Auftin*s dodtrines, and laying par- 
ticular ftreft upon them. 

* Sueur« 
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This Godefchalchus was a monk of Orb^ 
in the diocefe of Rheims> who, being fond of 
Auftin's do6trines, carried diem rather fiirther 
than Auftin himfelf had done ; teaching, among 
other things, that bapdfm did not fave men*, that 
God had predeftinated the greatefl: part of trasi'' 
kind to damnation, and that none would be laved 
but the ek6b, for whom only Chrift had (bed his 
blood. In this he was oppofed by Rabanui 
Maurus, and a council being held on the fubje^ 
at Mayence, and alfo at Creci, he was coa« 
demned, and at length died in prifon. Renn 
archbiihop of Lyons wrote in his favour, aod 
maintained that Godefchalchus had not faid that 
God predeftinated the reprobate to fin and wick- 
ednefs, but only that he abandoned them to their 
own free will, to be puniftied becaufe they would 
not believe j and in a council held at Valence 
in Dauphiny, in which Remi himfelf prefided, 
the decrees of the former council were annulled. 
But ftill the members of this council founded the 
dodrine of divine decrees on God's prefcience 
that the wicked would dettroy themfelves. We 
find no other decifions of any fynod or council 
after this, and different opinions continued to be 
held on the fubjeft f . 

When we come to the age of the proper 
Jcboolmeny it is fomewhat difficult, notwithftand- 

♦ Voflii HiHoria Pelagianifmi, p. ^34. f Ibid. 
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ing they write profeflcdiy and at large on all thcfc 
fiibje£bs, to ftate their opinions with precifion, as 
diey feem to confound themfelves and their 
readers with fuch nice diftinflions. In general^ 
lAuftin being the oracle of the fchools, his doc- 
trine was profcffed by them all, even by the Fran- 
cifcans, as well as the Dominicans. They only 
pretended to diipute about the true fenfe of his 
writings. His general doftrine with refpeft to 
grace and predeftination was fo well eftablifhed, 
that we only find fome fubtle diftinftions upon 
the fubje£t, and fome evafions of his dodrine by 
thofe who did not altogether relifh it. 

It was agreed among the theologians of this 
age, that infants are properly chargeable with 
the fin of Adam, and liable to damnation on 
that account, becaufe the will of Adam was in 
fome fort the will of the infant. Thomas Aqui- 
nas endeavours to prove that it was only the 
firfl fin of Adam that could be transferred to his 
poflerity, and that vitiated all his offspring, his 
fubfequent offences aflfefted himfelf only *. He 
£irther maintains that original fin, being commu- 
nicated in the aft of generation, a perfon born 
miraculoufly cannpt have it f . 

According to fome of the fchoolmen, the 
jpower of man was but inconfiderable even be- 

*Sui:iima>vol.ii.p. i6$. f P. i6Sf 
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fore the fall. Peter Lombard fays*, that " hf 
" the grace of God given to man, he could refift 
^' evil, but could not do good. Free choice," 
he fays f , " is the faculty of re^fon and wijl, by 

which with the help of grace, we c;^ chwfil 

good, or without it evil." 






Thomas Aquinas not only aflerted all Apftin's 
doftrines, efpecially that of predeftipation, but 
Ridded this to it, that whereas it was formerly, in 
general, held that the providence of God ex- 
tended to all things, he thought that this wa9 
done by means of God's concurring imnicdiatcly 
to the produftion of every thought and a£tioa 
And, not to make God the author of fin, a dif- 
tinftion was made between the pofuive aSl of j5n, 
which was faid not to be evil, and its want of 
conformity to the laws of God, which, being a 
negation, was no pofuive being J. 

There is no fmall difficulty in fettling the opi- 
nion of Thomas Aquinas about grace, though 
he writes fo largely on the fubjeft. He fays§, 
that a man cannot even prepare himfelf for the 
grace of God without prior grace. Yet he fays 
in general II, that a man muft prepare himfelf for 
receiving grace and that then the infufion of 
grace neceflarily follows. He alfo fays f , that a 

• Sentenliae lib. ii. dift. iv. p. 391. 1 1^* ?• 39*' 

J Burnet or. the Articles, p. 194, ^ Summi, vol.ii.p. 243. 

II lb. p. 350. ^ lb. p. 252. 
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m^n's free \yill is njCCjeflaiy to receive the grage 
by whjch he is juftifie4. Apd yet he fays *, 
that it cannot be known to any perfon, except 
by revelation, whether he has grace. No modem 
fgin?tic can fay any thing niore favourable to the 
cjoftrine pf inftantaneous converfipn , than this 
writer docs. ** The juftificatjon of a finner," 
be faysf, " is in an inftant," and again J, that 
" it is the greateft work of God, and altogether 
" miraculous/' 

The manner in which this writer, and other 
catboUcs make room for the doftrine of merii, 
tpgether with tbefe high notions concerning 
grace, wjiich they never prof^fledly abandoned, 
18 npf a Uttle curious. " A man may merit of 
God," fays Thomas Aquinas §:j " not abfqlutely, 
«' indeedf but as receiving a reward for dping 
^* that which God enables him to do/' Yet he 
ftill acknowledges |, that a man cannot merit the 
Jirji grac^ either for himfelf, or for another, and 
that Chrifl: alpne can dp this. 

If Thomas Aquinas could find room fpr the 
dp(5l:rin^ of nierit in his fyflem, which was pro- 
fefledly built on that of Aiiftin j it may well be 
prefumpd that the difciples pf Duns Scotus (the 
^ad of the Francifcan order, as Aquinas was 
\}s\j^ chief of the Doniinicans) and whp oppofed 

» • Summa, vol. ii. p. 251. f P. 254. J P. 155. 
§P. 857. ||P.*5«. 
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the do6brine of Aquinas as much as he could, 
were not lefs favourable to the doftrine of merit, 
Burnet fays*, that Scotus and the Francifcaos 
denied the predetermination of the. wiD, and 
aflerted the proper freedom of it, and |that Du- 
randus denied that immediate concourfe of God 
with the human will, which had been aflerted 
by Aquinas, but that in this he had not many 
followers except Adola, and a few others. 

At length the members of the Church of 
Rome, not only attained to a firm perfiiafion 
concerning the doftrine of merit, notwithftand- 
ing the flender ground on which it was builti 
but imagined that not only Chrift, but alio fome 
n^etiy and efpecially martyrs, and thofe who lived 
a life of great aufterity, had even more merit 
than themfelves had occafion for j fo that there 
remained fome good works in the balance of 
their account more than they wanted for their 
own juftification. Thefc they termed works of 
Jupe^-erogation^ and imagined that they might be 
transferred to the account of other perfons. 
The whole accumulated ftock of this merit was 
called the treafure of the churchy and was thought 
to be at the difpofal of the popes. Clement VI. 
in his bull for the celebration of the jubilee in 
1350, fpeaks of this treafure as compofed of 
5* the blood of Chrift, the virtue of which is in- 

f Expoiitioji of the Articles, p« 194. 
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^ finite, of the merit of the virgin mother of 
'^ God, and of all the faints*." This doftrinc 
was the foundation of thofe indulgences^ of which 
an account will be given in another place, and 
the monftrous abufe of which brought about the 
reformation by Luther. 



SECTION IV. 

Of the Doff fines of Grace, Original Sin, and Pre- 
deftination^fince the Reformation. 

As good generally comes out of evil, 
fo fometimes, and for a feafon at lead, evil arifes 
out of good. This, however, was remarkably 
the cafe with refpeft to thefe doftrines in confe- 
quence of the reformation by Luther. For the 
zeal of this great man againft the do6trine of 
indulgences, and that of merit as the foundation of 
it, unhappily led him and others fo far into the 
oppofite extreme, that from his time the doc- 
trines of grace, original fin, and predeftination, 
have been generally termed the doctrines of the 
rrformation, and every thing that does not agree 
with them has been termed popijh, and bramled 
with other opprobrious epithets. 

* Memoires pour 1^ vie de Petrarch, rol. iii. p. 7$. 
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Th(?fe dpdtrines, J oj^ferved, originated wiA 
Ayftiili ?nd though they never vm^c tppch pcpr ' 
grpfs in the Grecik chqrch^ th^y infe&^d aljnqft 
4U the tfatin churghe§. We fep plain tr^cR 
of them among the Ws^denfes^ who were tb^ 
carlieft reformers from popery, for, in Ac 
xonfeflion of their faith bearing the date of 
1 1 20, they fay *, " We are finners in Adam and 
" by Adam," and in another confeflion^ dated 
1532, they fay t> that " all who are or fliaH 
*^ be faved, God has eledbed from the foundation 
** of the world, and that whoever maintains free 
^' will, denies predeftinatioq, and the grace qf 
" God." Wickliffe alfp believed the necreflity of 
man's being affiftcd by divine grace^ and without 
this he cpuld not fee how a human being could 
m^ke hijT^felf ^cceptabl^ t;p God J- 

But if we were fufficiently acquainted with 
5II the opinions of the Waldenfes^ and other 
early rpforo^ers^ we might, perhaps, rneet with 
many things ?hat would qualify the feeming 
rigovir of thefp articles. It is certain, however, 
that neither apnong the ancient reforrpers, nor 
among the Dominicans, or any others whp leaned 
the moft to thp doftrine of Auftin ii^ the church 
of Roipe, was the fcheme fo conppfted in all its 
parts, and rendered fo fyftematical and uniform, 

• Leger Hiftoire, p. 87. f P. 95, 
J Gilpin's Life of him, p, 75. 
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Zf% it was by Luther and the reformers who FqI- 
lowed him. Befides that Luther was led to Uy 
tfee ftrefs that he did upon the doftrine of grace, 
in confequence of the abufe of jhat qf the dpc- 
trine of m^it in the church of Rome, he had 
himfelf been, as was obferved before, a nrionk 
of the order of Auftin, and had always been a 
great admirer of his writings. Alfo moft of 
thofe of the phqrch of Roipe who firft oppofe4 
him were of ^ different perfu^fiop \ the dp^lrine^ 
of Auftin haying beep fitter j^bandqqed, or 
nearly explained aw^y, by the generality of the 
divines of that ^ge. Upon thp whole, therefore, 
it was not to be expeded* tb^f fuch a perfon 
as Luther was, Ibould begin ^ refornri^tipp upon 
any more liberal principles. The f^ however, 
is notorious. 

Luther, fays Moftieim *, carried the doftrine 
of juftiHcation by faith to fuch a length, ^s pro- 
bably, contrary to his intention, derogated not 
only from the neceflity of good works, but even 
from their obligation apd importance. He woukl 
not allow them to be confidered either ds a cpn- 
dition or the means of falvation> npr ey^p ^s a 
preparation for receiving it. He adds f , that (he 
doftrine of abfolute predeftinatiqn, irrefiftible 
grace, and human impotence, were n^yer parr 
Tied to a more exceffive length by any divine th^ 

• Vol. iv. p. 36. t ^* 40» 
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they were by Luther. Amfdor^ a Lurficraii 
divine, maintained, he fays% that good works 
were even an impediment to falvation. Flacius, 
another Lutheran, held f, that ori^nal fin was 
not an accident^ but of the very fubftance of hu- 
man nature. 

In fome of the firft confeflions of fdth pub- 
liihed by the Lutherans, and othen of the firft 
reformers, the doctrines of grace, original fin^ 
and predeftination, are laid down with remark- 
able rigour, and a fhidied exaAnefs of expreflion. 
The Augufl:an confeflion lays J, *'On theac- 
^^ count of Adam*s fin we are liable to the wrath 
«« of God, and eternal death, and the corruption 
^' of human nature is propagated fi'om him# 
*' This vice of our origin {Vitium Originis) is 
truly a damning fin, and caufing eternal death 
to all who are nor born again by baptifin and 
the fpirit." We find, however, fome expref^ 
fions rather ftronger than even thefe in the Gallic 
confeflion§. " We believe that this vice*' {Vi- 
iiuwi) meaning original fin, " is truly a fin, which 
** makes all and every man, not even excepting 
*' infants in the womb, liable in the fight of God, 
^^ to eternal death," If any doftrine can make a 
man ftiuddcr, it muft be this. Believing this, 
could any man (unlefs he had a firmer perfiiafion 
than moft nien can, by the force of any imagi^ 

^Moflieim,vo1.iv.p« 39. t^*P*4-3« JVol, iv.p. 9. §P. 80, 
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nauoDy attain tOj of himfelf being among the 
number of the ele£t) blefs God that he is a de« 
fcendant of Adam. 

Calvin held thefe dodrines with no lefs 
rigour; and as the Lutherans afterwards aban- 
doned them, they are now generally known by 
the name of Cahiniftic defines. The andent 
Helvedc doArines, fays Moiheim*> were Semi* 
pelagian. Zuinglius faid that the kingdom of 
hteven was open to all who a6bed according to 
the difbates of right reafon ; but Calvin, when 
he came among them, miuntained that the ever- 
lading condition of mankind in a future world, 
was determined, from all eternity, by the un* 
changeable order of the Deity arifing from his 
ible good pleafure or free willf. 

Luther's ri^d dodrine of eledion was op« 
pofed by Erafmus, who wiihed well to the refi^r* 
mation, but was concerned as well for the via* 
lence with which it was carried on, as for the 
unjuftifiable length to which Luther carried his 
oppofition, efpecially with reipeft to the dodrine 
of predeftinarion. Luther never anfwered the laft 
piece of Erafmus on the fubjed of free will; and 
Melandhon, the great friend of Luther, and the 
fupport of his caufe, being convinced by the 
xcafoning of Erafmus, came over to his opinion 

• Vol. IT, p. 7|. f P, 89. 

on 
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on that fubjeft. And it is very remarkable^ 
that by degrees, and indeed pretty foon after* 
wards, the Lutherans in general changed alfoj 
and fome time after the death of Luther and 
Melanfthon, the divines who Were deputed by 
the eledor of Saxony, to compofe the famous 
book entitled, ^he Concord^ abandoned the doc* 
rine of their mafter, and taught that the decite 
of eledion was not abfolute, that God faves alt 
who will believe, that he gives all men fuf&cient 
means of- falvation^ and that grace may bi 
refitted*. 

The principles of all the other reformed 
churches are, however, ftill Calviniftic, and 
ftrtiohg them thofe of the churches of England^ 
and of Scotland^ notwithftanding the generality 
of divines of the former eftablifhment are ac- 
knowledged to be no great admirers of that 
fyftem. 

In Holland, there was no obligation on the 
minifters to maintain what are called the Calvi- 
niftic doftrines till the fynod of Dort; when, by 
the help of faftion in the ftate, the Calviniftic 
party in that country prevailed, and thofe who 
oppofed them, and in confequence of remon" 
firating againft their proceedings, got the name 
of RemvnftrantSy were cruelly perfecuted and ba- 

^ Bafiiage, Hiftoice des Eglifes Reformees, p. 265. 

niflied. 
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hifiiedb it k itmatk^btei hdwever^ a^ Mdfheim 
6bferires*i thit flrtce the time of that lynodj the 
dd£trine of iibfbltlte decrees has loft ground 
€t€ry day. 

With rcfpeft to the church of Rome, it caii^ 
not be denied^ that the caufe of found morality 
had fttfi«red fikuch by means of many fophiftical 
diftihflieliSy introduced by their divides and ca^ 
(liUte about the time of the reformation^ a^ by 
die difiin^on of fms into i)enial and iHmali 
dife latter of which only, they fay^ delerVe the 
pains of hell^ whereat the former may be atotidd 
fob by penances, liberality to the churehj 8tc. 
It was another of their tenets^ that if men do not 
piit a bar to the efficacy of the facramerits, par- 
ticularly that of penance j if there had been but 
imperfedt afts of forrow accolnpanying them 
(fuch as forrow for the difficulties a man brings 
hinifelf into by his vices) th^ ufe of the facra- 
ments will fo far complfete thefe imperfeSt afts 
ijf forrow, as to juftify usf* The Jefuits intro- 
troduced feveral other exceedingly dangerous 
mdjcims with refpeft to morals; but they wdrc 
nevfer received by the catholics in generalj and 
Were fufficienriy expofed by thfcir enemies the 
Janfeiiifts, within the pale of that church. 

The Fathers of the council of Trent, found 
much difficulty in fetding the dodtrines of grace 

• Vol. ly. p. 4*7. t Burnet on the Articles, p, 161. 

and 
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and predeftinationy many of the members^ par*^ 
ticularly the Dominicans^ being attached to the 
doftrine of Auftln. At length their fole objcft 
was to make fuch a decree as fhould give the 
lead offence, though it fhould decide nothing. 
Among other things, it was determined that 
good works are, of their own nature, merito-r 
rious to eternal life 5 but it is addedy by way of 
foftening, that it is through the goodnefs of God 
that he makes his own gifts to be merits in us*; 
It is the opinion of many in the church of Rome, 
and feemS) fays Burnet f, to be eftaUifhed by 
the council of Trent, that remiffion of fins is 
previous to juflification, and freely given by 
Chrift; in confequence of which a grace is in* 
fufed, by which a perfon becomes truly righ* 
teous, and is confidered as fuch by God ; but this, 
he adds, feems to be a difpute about words. 

At the council of Trent, Catarin revived an 
opinion which was fald to have been invented 
by Occam, and fupported by fome of the fchool- 
men, viz. that God has chofen a fmall number 
of perfons, as the blefTed virgin, and the apoflles^ 
&c. whom he was determined to fave without 
any forefight of their good works, and that he 
alfo wills that all the refl fhould be faved, pro- 
viding for them all necefTary means for that pur- 
pofe, but, that they are at liberty to ufe or refulc 

* Burnet on the Articlesi p. 156. f lb. p. i66« 

them. 
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them*. This opinion was that of Mr. Baxter 
in England, fronn whom it is frequently with us, 
and cfpecially the Diflcnters, called the Baxterian 
Jcbeme. Upon the whole, the council of Trent 
made a decree in favour of the Semipelagian 
doctrine. 

^t firfl: Bellarmine, Suarez, and the Jefuits 
m general, were predeftinarians, but afterwaixis 
the Fathers of that order abandoned that doc- 
rine, and differed from the Semipelagians only 
in this, that they allowed a preventing grace, but 
fuch as is fubje£fc to the fi-eedom of die will. 

The author of this which is commonly called 
the middle fcheme or the doftrine offufficient grace 
far aU men, was Molina, a Jefuit; from whom 
the favourers of that doftrine were called Moli'- 
nijisy and the controverfy between them and the 
Janfenifts (fo called from Janfenius, a great ad- 
vocate for the doftrines of Auftin) has been as 
vehement as any controverfy among proteftants 
on the fame fubjeft. And though befides the 
council of Trent, whofe decrees are copious 
enough, appeals were frequently made to the 
popes, and their decifions were alfo procured, 
the controverfy ftill continues. Of fo little effeft 
is the authority of men to prevent different opi- 
nions in articles of faith. Different popes have 

Bafoage, Hiftoire de$ Eglifes Reformelsi vol. iii« p. 612* 

X themfelves 
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themfelves been differently difpofed with relpcft 
to thefe doftrines ; and on fome occafions a rc- 
ipeft for the Jefuits, who were peculiarly devoted 
to the popes, was the means of procuring more 
favour to the tenets which they cfpoufed, than 
they would otherwife have met with.' 

Among proteftants, there are great numbers 
who ftilUhold the doftrines which are termed 
Cahiniftic in their gfeateft rigour ; and feme time 
ago they were ufually diftinguifticd into two kindsi 
viz. the Supralap/arians, who maintained that 
God had originally and exprefsly decreed the fell 
of Adam, as a foundation for the difplay of his 
juftice and mercy; while thofe who maintained 
that God only permitted the fall of Adam were 
called Sublap/ariamy their fyftem of decrees con- 
cerning eleftion and reprobation being, as it 
were, fubfequent to that event. But if we admit 
the divine prefcience, there is not, in faft, any 
difference between the two fchemes; and accord- 
ingly that diftinftion is now feldom mentioned. 

It is evident, that, at prefent the advocates 
for the doftrine of abfolute and unconditional 
jcleftion, with the reft that are called Cahimjiic, 
confift chiefly of perfons of little learning or 
education; and were the creeds of the eftabliftied 
proteftant churches to be revifed, the articles in 
favour of thofe doftrines would, no doubt, be 

omitted. 



the Dodirtne of Grace ^ &c. 307 

But wl)ile they continue there, and while the fpirit 
of them is ^difFufed through all the public offices 
of religion, the belief of them will be kept up 
among the vulgar, and there will always be men 
enow ready to accept of church preferment on 
the condition of fubfcribing to what they do not 
believe, and of reciting day after day fuch offices 
as they totally difapprove. 

Things have been fo long in this fituation, 
cfpecially in England, where the minds of the 
clergy are more enlightened, and where few of 
them, in comparifon, will ever pretend that they 
really believe the articles of faith to which they 
have fubfcribed, according to the plain and ob- 
vious fenfe of them ; and the legiflature has been 
fo often applied to in vain to relieve them in this 
matter, by removing thofe fubfcriptions, that wc 
cannot now reafonably expedt any reformation 
of this great evil, till it (hall pleafe divine pro- 
vidence to overturn all thefe corrupt efiablifh^ 
ments of what is called chriftianity> but which 
have long been the fecure retreat of dodtrines. 
difgraceful to chriftianity. For they only lerve to 
make hypocrites of thofe who live by them, and 
infidels of thofe who, without looking farther, 
either miftake thefe corruptions of chriftianity 
for the genuine dodtrines of it, or, being ap- 
prized of the infincerity of the clergy in fub- 
fcribing them, think that all religion is a farce, 
and has no hold of the confciencies of thofe >yho, 

X 2 make 
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make the greatcft profeflion of it. With all this 
within ourfelves, how unfavourable is the afpcft 
that thefe doftrines exhibit to the world at large, 
and what an obftruftion muft they be to the ge- 
neral propagation of chriftianity in the world 

I cannot help making this general rcfleftion 
at the clofe of thefe three parts of my work, 
which relates to thofe grofs corruptions of chrif- 
tianity, which exift in. their full force in all efta- 
bliftied proteftant churches. In what foUows^the 
Catholicsy as they are called, are more particularly 
concerned; though, it will be feen, that even 
with refpeft to them, many proteftant churches 
are far from being blamelefs. 



THE 
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HISTORY 



OF THE 



Corruptions of Chriftianity, 



PART IV. 

fbe mjiory of Opinions relating to Saints and 

Angels. 



THE INTRODUCTION; 

Jl HE idolatry of the chriftian church 
began with the deification and proper wor(hip of 
Jefus Chrift, but it was far from ending with it^ 
For, from fimilar caufes, chriftians were foon led 
to pay an undue refpeft to men of emment worth 
and fanfkity, which at kngth terminated in as 
proper a worihip of them, as that which the 
heathens had paid to their heroes and demigodsj, 
addreffing prayer to them, in the fame manner, 
as to the Supreme Being himfelf. The fame 
undue veneration led them alfo to a fuper- 
ftitious refpefl: for their relics^ the places where 

they had Uved^ their pidtures and ino^ges, and 

indeed 
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indeed every thing that had borne a near relation 
to them ; fo that at length, not only were thofc 
perfons whoni they ttTmtd faint Sy the objeds of 
their worfliip, but alfo their relics and iniages ; 
and neither with refpeft to the external forms, 
nor, as far we can perceive their internal fcnti- 
ments, were chriftians to be at all diftinguifhed 
from thofe who bowed down to wood and ftone 
in the times of paganifm. 



That this is a moft horrid corruption of ge- 
nuine chriftianity I fhall take for granted, there ' 
being no trace of any fuch prafticc, or of any 
p-inciple that could lead to it, in the fcripturcs; 
but it may be ufeful to trace the caufes and the 
progrefs of it, from the earlieft ages of the chrif- 
tian church to the prefent time. And in order 
to do it as diftinftly as pofliblc;, I fhall divide the 
hiftory of all the time preceding the Reformation 
into two periods ; the former extending to the fall 
of the weftern empire, or a little beyond the time 
of Auftin, and the latter to the Reformation 
itfelfs and I fhall alfo confider feparately what 
relates to faints in general, to the virgin Mary in 
particular, to relics^ ind to images. 



^^' ' SSCTZON 
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SECTION I. PART I. 

Of the Refpea paid to Saints in general y till the Fall 

of the Weft em Empire. 

X HE foundation of all the fuperfti- 
tious refpeft that was paid to dead men by chrif- . 
tians, is to be looked for in the principles of the 
heathen philofophy, and the cuftoms of the pagan 
religion. It was from the principles of philo- 
fophy, and efpccially that of Plato, that chriftians 
learned that the foul was a thing diftinft from the 
body, and capable of cxifting in a feparate con- 
fcious ftate when the body was laid in the grave*. 
They alfo thought that it frequently hovered 
about the place where the body had been in- 
terredj and was (enfible of any attention that was 
paid to it. 

Chriftians, entertaining thefe notions, began 
to confider their dead as ftill prefent with them, 
and members of their fociety, and confequently 
the objefts of their prayers, as they had been 

• To give my readers full fatisfaflion on this fubje^:, I muft refer 
them to my D.ijqutfitionf relating to Matter and Spirit^ in which the 
do6lrine of a foul is traced from the Oriental to the Grecian philo^ 
^phy, and is fliswn to hare been a principle mofthoftile tb the fyftem 
9f r/^#4i/i^« in every ftiigeof its progrefs. 

X 4 before. 
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before. We therefore foon find that they prayed 
for the dead, as well as for the living, and that 
they made oblations in their name, as if they 
had been alive, and had been capable of doing it 
themfelves. And afterwards, looking upon fome 
of them, and efpecially their martyrs, as having 
no want of their prayers, but as being in a ftatc 
of peculiarly high favour with God, and having 
more immediate accefs to him, it was natural 
for them to pafs in time, from praying yi?r tbm^ 
to praying to them^ firft as interccflbrs to God fiar 
them, and at length as capable of doing them 
important fervices, without any application to 
the Divine Being at all. The idolatrous refped 
paid to their remains^ and to their images^ was a 
thing that followed of courfe. 

The firft ftep in this bufinefs was a cuftom 
which cannot be faid to have been unnatural^ but 
it (hews how much attention ought to be given 
to the beginnings of things. It was. to meet 
at the tombs of the martyrs, not by way of de- 
votion to them, but becaufe they thought that 
their devotion to God was more fenfibly excited 
in thofe places; and few perfons, perhaps, would 
have been aware of any ill confequence that 
could have followed from it. Indeed, had it 
not been for the philofophical opinions above- 
mentioned, which were brought into chriftianity 
by thofe who before held them as philofophers, 
and which gradually infinuatcd themfelves into 

the 
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the body of chriftians in general, it might have 
continued not only a harmlefs^ but an ufeful 
cuftom, 

' Chriftians meeting for the purpofe of devotion 
at thofe places, they would naturally blefs God 
for fuch examples of piety and fortitude as the 
martyrs had exhibited, and excite one another 
to follow their examples. Indeed their very 
meeting together at thofe places for that purpofe, 
was doing them fo much honour, as could not 
£iil, of itfelf, to make other perfons ambitious of 
being diftinguifhed in the fame manner after 
their deaths; 

It was alfo an early cullom among chriftians 
to make offerings annually in the name of the 
deceafed, efpecially the martyrs, as an acknow-' 
ledgment, that though they were dead, they 
confklered them as ftill living, and members of 
their refpeftive churches. Thefe offerings were 
ufually made on the anniverfarjr of their death* 
Cyprian fays, that " if any perfon appointed one 
** of the clergy to be a tutor or curator in his 
** will, thefe offerings fhould not be made for 
^' him*." So that, as they confidcred the dead 
as ftill belonging to their communion, they had, 
as we here find, a method of excommunicating 
them even after death. 

* Openb Epif. p. j* 

The 
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The beginning of this fuperfticious refped 
for the martyrs feems to have been at the death 
of Polycarp, and in forty years afterward^ it had 
degenerated into this grofs fuperftition. For 
Tertullian fays, " We make oblations for die 

dead, and for their martyrdom on certain days 

yearly*." 






'Afterwards this refpe6t paid to martyrs and 
tonfejforsy or thofe who having been doomed to 
death happened to be releafed, exceeded all 
bounds, and in many refpefts did unfpeakable. 
mifchief to the church. Nothing was efteemed 
more glorious than what they called the crown of 
martyrdom I and on the anniverfary feftivals infti- 
tuted to the honour of each martyr, their me- 
mories were celebrated with panegyrical orations. 
In their prifons they were vifited by chriftians of 
all ranks, proud to minifter to them in the very 
loweft offices, and to kifs their chains ^ and if 
they happened to efcape with life from their tor- 
ture, their authority was ever after mod highly 
refpefted in the decifion of all controverfies, in 
abfolving perfons from the ordinary difcipline of 
the church, and rcftoring them to communion 
on whatever terms they thought fit. 

As it happened that fome of thefe confejfors 
were not men of the beft moral charadler, at 

• Pierc«*s Vindication, p. 515^ 

leaft 
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fcaft became corrupted, in confequence, per- 
haps; of the fuperftitious refpeft with which they 
were every were received, Cyprian makes heavy 
complaints of relaxation of church difcipline 
by this means. They were often exceedingly 
diffolute themfelves, and fcreened the vices of 
others. 

The refpeft paid to martyrs was gradually 
extended, in fomc degree, to others, who alfo 
were confidered after their deaths as thofe who 
had triumphed over the world, and were gone 
to receive the prize for which they had con- 
tended. In imitation of carrying in triumph 
thofe who won the prizes in the Grecian games, 
chriftian^ interred their dead with finging of 
pfalms, and lighted tapers. " Tell me," fays 
Chryfottom, " what means the lamps lighted at 
** funerals ? Is it not becaufe we accompany the 
^' dead, as fo many magnanimous champions ? 
What mean the hymns ? Is it not becaufe wc 
glorify God, and render thanks to him, that he 
has already crowned the deceafed, delivering 
*^ him from all his toil and labour.*" 

As thefe feftivals on the anniverfaries of the 
martyrs were not in general ufe till long after 
the death of the moft eminent of them, and par- 
ticularly of all the apoftles and their cotempo- 
raries, it was impoffible to fix the dates of them 

* In Heb. Cajp, il* Horn. iv. Opera, vol. ». p. ij%^. 

except 
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except by conjefturej and we prefcntly find that 
advantage was taken of this circumftance to 
appoint their celebration on thofe d^s which 
had been appropriated to pagan feftivals. And 
as the chriftians of that age, introduced every 
mark of feftivity on thefe occafions, that the 
heathens had been accuflomed to in their former 
worfhip, there was no change but in the objeft 
of it; fo that the conunon people, finding the 
lame entertainment at the ufual times and places, 
they were more eafily induced to forfake their 
old religion, and to adopt the new one^ which 
fo much refembled it, and efpecially in the very 
things which had kept them attached to die old 
one. This circumftance would have growing 
weight in the time of the chriftian emperors, 
when the chriftian feftival becoming more po- 
pular, would be attended by greater numbers, 
which would add confiderably to the entertain- 
ment. This was, indeed, the avowed defign of 
placing the feftivals as they did; and Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, who lived in the third century is 
particularly commended by Gregory Nyffenus for 
thus changing the pagan feftivals into chriftian 
holidays, allowing the fame carnal indulgences, 
with a view to draw the heathens to the religion 
of Chrift, that the new religion might appear lefs 
ftrange to them*. 

As the chriftians had been ufed to meet, for 
the purpofe of public worftiip, at the tombs of 

• Opera; vol, ii. p, xoo6# 

the 
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the martyrs ; when the empire became chriftian 
they fometimes erefted magnificent buildings on 
thofe places, and fuch churches were laid to be 
built to their honour y and were diftinguiflied by 
their names, as they continue to be to this day; 
and when they had not the martyrs themfelves to 
bury there, at leaft they got fome of their relics. 
And when moft of the churches were diftin- 
guiftied in this manner, it was the cuftom to 
give names to others merely in honour of parti- 
cular faints, angels, &c. Thus we have churches 
dedicated to St. Michael, to Chrift, and the Tri- 
nity. In this manner by degrees, each remark- 
able faint had his proper temple, juft as the hea- 
then gods and heroes had theirs. This praftice 
was approved by the greateft men of that age. 
Eufebius in efFeft fays. Why fhould we not pay 
the fame regard to our feints and martyrs, that 
the Pagans paid to their heroes*. 

• Jortin, vol. iii, p. t4(. 
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SECTION I. PART lu 
Of Pi£iures and Images in Churches. 

JL EMPLES being now built in honour 
of particular faints, and efpecially the nurtyrs, it 
was natural to ornament them with paintings and 
fculptures reprefenting the great exploits of fuch 
faints and martyrs ; and this was a circumftancc 
that made the chriftian churches ftill more like 
the heathen temples, which were alfo adorned with 
ftatues and piftures ; and this alfo would tend to 
draw the ignorant multitude to the new worfhip, 
making the tranfition the eafier. 

Paulinus, a convert from paganifm, a perfon 
of fenatorial rank, celebrated for his parts and 
learning, and who died afterwards bifhop of Nola 
in Italy, diftinguiflied himfelf in this way. He 
rebuilt, in a fplendid manner, his own epifcopal 
church, dedicated to Felix the martyr, and in the 
porticoes of it, he had painted the miracles of 
Mofes and of Chrift, together with the afts of 
Felix and of other martyrs, whofe relics were 
depofited in it. This, he fays, was done with a 
defign to draw the rude multitude, habituated to 
the profane rights of paganifm, to a knowledge 

and 
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and good opinion of the chriftian dodtrine, by 
learning from thofe piftures what they were not 
capable of learning from books^ pr the lives and 
afts of chriftian faints*. 

The cuftom of having piftures in churches 
being once begun (which was about the end of the 
fourth or the beginning of the fifth century, and 
generally by converts from paganifm) the more 
ivealthy among the chriftians feem to have vied 
with each other, who fliould build and ornament 
their churches in the moft expenfive manner, and 
nothing perhaps contributed more to it, than the 
example of this Paulinus. 

It appears from Chryfoftom, that pifturei 
and images were to be fccn in the principal 
churches of his time, but thi§ was in the Eaft. 
In Italy, they were but rare in the beginning of 
the fifth century, and a bifhop of that country, 
who had got his church painted, thought proper 
to make an apology ior it^ by faying that the 
people being amiifed with the pidhires, would 
have le6 time for regaling themfclvesf. The 
origin of this cuftom was probably at Cappadocia, 
where Gregory Nyflfenus was bilHop, the fame 
who commended Gregory Thaumaturgus for 
contriving to make the chriftian feftivals refcmblc 
che pagan ones. 



• Middlcton's. Letters from Rome^ p. 242, 
t Sueur, A. D. p. 401. 
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Though nlany churches in this age woe 
adorned widi the images of faints and martyrs, 
there do not appear to have been many of Cluit 
Thefe are faid to have been introduced by die 
Cappadocians ; and the firft of thefe were only 
fymbolical ones, being made in the form of a 
lamb. One of this kind Epiphanius found in the 
year 389^ and he was fo provoked at it that be 
tore it. It was not till the council of Conftan- 
tinople, called In "Trullo^ held fo late as the year 
707, that pictures of Chrift were ordered to be 
drawn in die form of men*. 



SECTION I. PART III; 

Of the Veneration for Relics. 

Considering the great veneration 
which chriftians in very early ages entertained for 
martyrs, we are not furprized that they (hould pay 
a fuperftitious refpeft to their relics ; but we do 
not find any account of their coUefting things of 
this kind in the firft or fccond century. Neither 
Try pho, Celfus, or any of thofe who wrote againft 
chriftianity at firft, make this objeftion to it ; but 
Julian and Eunapius reproached the chriftians 

* Sueur, A. D. 707. 

with 
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with it very feverely^ It was, indeed, about the 
time that the empire became chriftian that tht 
refpeft for relics began to make much progrefs. 
When Paleftine was purged from idols, many 
perfons vifited it, and efpecially the tomb of our 
Saviour, out of pious curiofity 5 and holy earthy as 
it was called, from Jerufalem was much valued 
in the time of Auftin. 

This refpeft for relics was much forwarded 
by the eloquence of preachers, and by no perfon 
more than Chryfoftom. " I efteem the City of 
*' Rome," fays hej " not becaufe of the pillars 
''of marble, but becaufe of the pillars of the 
*• church therein, the bodies of St. Peter and St; 
*' Paul. Who can now afford me the favour 
'* of being ftretched out on the body of St. Paul^ 
*' of being nailed to his fepulchre, of beholding 
*' the duft of that body which bore the marki 
" of the Lord Jefus, and that mouth by which 
" Chrift himfclf fpake. I long to fee the fcpul- 
*' chre wherein is inclofed that armour of righ-i 
*' teoufnefs, that armour of light, thofe members 
'* which ftill live, and which were dead whilft 
''living. I long to fee thofe chains^ thofe 
" bonds, &c*. 

^ It appears that about the year 386, the piety 
of many perfons confifted chiefly in carrying and 

* In Eph. Rom. Tiii. Opera, voU x. p. lo/S. 
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keeping bones and relics, and that many pcrfons 
who traded in them, abufed the credulity of the 
people. A law was made by Theodofius to pre- 
vent this, but it had little efFeft. Among other 
methods by which they gained credit for their 
relics, it was ufual in this age to pretend that 
revelations were made to perfons, to inform them 
where they fliould difcover the bones of pard- 
cular martyrs. 

The boifies of many of the martyrs having 
been buried in obfcure places, and expofed, when 
the perfecution ceafed they were brought to light, 
and decently interred. Thus began the tranfla- 
Hon of relics^ which was afterwards performed 
with great ceremony and devotion ; the pofleffion 
of them being efteemed the moft valuable of 
treafures, not lefs than the bones of feme of the 
heroes of antiquity, or particular images of fomc 
of their gods, which had likewife been carried 
from place to place with great folemnity, and 
probably afforded a pattern for this tranflation 
of chriftian relics. In ^^^y Conftantius caufed 
the bodies of St. Andrew and St. Luke to be 
taken out of their fepulchres, and carried with 
great pomp to Conftantinople, to. the temple of 
the twelve apoftles, which was a church that had 
been built to their honour by Conftantine. This 
is the firfl: example of the tranflation of the bodies 
of faints into churches, and the cuftom being 

once 
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once begun, was afterwards carried to die greateft 

excefs*. 

But the tranflatibn of the relics of the martyr 
Stephen, in the time of Auftin, was one of the 
moft remarkable things of this kind in that age^ 
and the account of it is given by Auftin himfelf. 
Thefe bones of St. St^en, after they had lain 
buried and unknown for near four centuries, were 
faid to have been difcovcred by Gamaliel, under 
whom St. Paul had ftudied, to one Lucianus^ 
a prieft ; and being found by his direftion, they 
were removed with great fclemnity, and, as was 
pretended, with many miracles into Jerufalem. 
The fame of thefe relics was foon fpread through 
the chriftian world, and many litde portions of 
them were brought away by pilgrims, to en- 
rich the churches of their own countries. And 
wherever any relics were depofited, an oratory 
or chapel was always built over them, and this 
was called a memorial of that martyr whofe 
relics it contained. Several relics of St. Stepheri 
having been brought by different perfons into 
Africa, as many memorials of him were ereded 
in different places, of which three were parti* 
cularly famous, and one of them* was at Hyppo, 
where Auftin himfelf was bifhop. In all thefe 
places, illuftrious miracles were faid to be 
wrought continually. For long before this time 

• Sueur^ A. D. 359. 
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miracles had been laid to be wrought by f^nts, 
living and dead. 

Thefe abuies did not advance to this height 
without oppofition^ though the only perfon that 
diftinguilhed himfelf greatly by his remonftrances 
on this fubjeft in this age was Vi^lantius, a' 
prieil of Barcelona. He faw that this fuperftitious 
relpedt for the faints as they were called, their 
images and their relics, was introducing pa- 
ganifm into the chriftian church, and he wrote 
againft it with great earneftnefs. " We fee,'* fays 
he, " a pagan rite introduced into our churches 
" under the pretext of religion, when heaps of 
wax candles are lighted up in the fun-fhine, 
and people every where kifling and adoring, I 
'* know not what contemptible duft, referved in 
" little veflels, and wrapped up in fine linen. 
** Thefe men do great honour truly to the 
** blefled martyrs, by lighting up paltry candles 
** to thofe whom the lamb, in the midft of the 
** throne, illuminates with all the luftre of his 
** majefty." Jerom, who anfwered Vigilantius, 
did not deny the pradlice, or that it was borrowed 
from the pagans, but he defended it. " That," 
fays he, " was only done to idols, and was then 
*' to be detefted, but this is done to martyrs, and 
^^ is therefore to be received*. 

♦ Middleton's Letters from Rome, p. 440. 

SECTION 
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SECTION I. PART IV. 
Of Worjhif paid to Saints and Angels. 

JlIaVING Ihcwn the general progrefe 
of the refpcft paid by chriftians to their faints 
and martyrs^ and alfo to their images and relics, 
I fliall fhew by what fteps thefe faints and mar- 
tyrs became the objefts of their proper devotion. 
But before chriftians prayed to their dead faints, 
they ufed to ^2:^ for them 5 and the. foundation 
of both thefe praftices was the doftrine of ajouly 
as a fubftance diftindt from the body, and capable 
of thinking and afting without it, which was bor- 
rowed from pagan philofophy. 

Moft of the Fathers were particularly ad- 
dicted to the doftrine of Plato, who taught that 
the fouls of the dead, after quitting their bodies, 
have inHu^nce in phe affairs of men, and take 
care of them. Eufebius approved of the opi- 
nion, and endeavoured to confirm it. Theodorit 
alfo, in his fermon on the martyrs, tells the pagans, 
that it was the opinion of Plato, in order to Ihew 
chat chriftians have reafon to thiiik the famQ 
thing of their martyrs ♦. 

• Sueur, A. D. 407, 
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Till the middle of the fourth century it was 
the general belief that the abode of the fouls of 
the faithful was in fubterraneous places, or at 
leaft here below, near the earth j but towards the 
end of this century they were fuppofed by fome 
to be above, but not in the place where they 
could enjoy the beatific vifion of God. From 
the former opinion came the cultom of praying 
for the dead, which began fo early as the be-' 
ginning of the third century; the objedts of thefe 
prayers bf^ing their quiet repofe in their prefent 
fituatioA, and a fpeedy and happy refurre£lion. 
They even prayed for the virgin Mary; and 
there are alio inftances of their praying for the. 
danrmed, in order to leflen their torments. 

It was not very foon, a general or fixed opi- 
nion, that the fouls of the dead were in places 
where they could hear and attend to what was 
paffing among the Hving. But thinking more 
highly of martyrs than of other perfons, it was 
foon imagined that their (late after death might 
be better than that of others. For, while the 
reft of the dead were fuppofed to be confined in 
Hades, which was a fubterraneous place, waiting 
for the rcfurredlion of their bodies, they thought 
that the martyrs were admitted to the immediate 
prefence of God, and to a ftate of favour and 
power with him. Indeed, fo early as the middle 
of the third century, when many went to folicit 
the prayers of thofe who were prifoners doomed 

to 
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to death, they would requeft that, after their 
death, they would be mindful of the living j and 
fome are even faid to have agreed with one 
another, that which ever of them Ihould die 
firft, he ftiould ufe his intereft in favour of the 
furvivor*. 

So far, however, was it from being ufual to 
pray to faints in the third century, that Origen 
fays, they were not to pray to any underived being 
(«S£v» rm ysvnluv) not even to Chrift himiel£ but to 
God die father of allf. '^ 

Prayer to the dead began with the martyrs, 
as well as prayers for the dead, but not till near 
the end of the fourth century, when it was ima-- 
gined that they might hear thofe who invoked 
them near the place of their interment. But it 
appears by the Conftitudons, and feveral of the 
writings of that time, that the public offices were 
yet preferved pure. In the fifth century they 
prayed to God to hear the interceffions of the 
faints and martyrs in their behalf; but there is a 
great difference between this, and praying to the 
iaints themfelves, as if they could hear and help 
the living ; and when the cuftom of invoking 
them was introduced, many had doubts on the 
fubjedt, and therefore to their invocations of 
them added, " if they were prefent, and had any 
/* influence in things below," &c. 

* H(ftonr of Antient C«remonk8> p. b6. 
f Whitby on John xvii, a. 
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Auftin himfelf was much perplexed about 
this J and in one place fays, " It is true the fabts 
*^ do not thennfelves hear what pafles below^ but 
they hear of it by others, who die and go to 
them*." In another place he fuppofes that 
the martyrs may aflift the living, becaufe they 
attend where their monuments are. Bafil, how- 
ever, in his homily on the forty martyrs, fuppofes 
that they were prefent in the temples and joined 
in the prayers of the faithful, but he does not fay 
that the &ithful fliould pray to them f . 

o 

One of the firft inftances of direft invocation of 
the dead, is that of Theodofius the younger, who 
cafting his eyes upon the coffin of Chryfoftom, 
afked -pardon of him for Arcadius his fether, and 
Eudoxia his mother, becaufe he confidered that 
faint as more particularly prefent there than elfe- 
where. But at that time they did not invoke 
the faints in general, as the apoftles, &c. but only 
thofe at whofe tombs they attended j and there 
are but few examples of invoking the virgin 
Mary till far in the fifth century. 

Auftin is the firft who takes notice that pray- 
ing for the martyrs, which had long been the cuf- 
tom, of chriftians, did not agree with the invoca- 
tion of them, which began to gain ground in his 
time. He fays, that it injures the martyrs to pray 
to God for them, and that when the church 

* De cura pro Mortiiis, cap. xiv. Opera,. voi# iv. p. 890. 
+ Opera> vol.i. p, 959. 
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mentions them in her prayers, it is not to pray 
for them, but to be helped by their prayers. Yet, 
in all the genuine writings of Auftin, it does not 
appear that he ever direftly invoked the faints, 
except by way of apoftrophe, as an orator, or in a 
fimplc wifli that the faint would pray for him, 
Alfo praying for the dead in general, and even 
for the apoftles and martyrs, continued, and was 
not aboliflied but by the full eftablifhment of the 
invocation of them. Gregory the firft, who con- 
tributed moft to it, in the beginning of the 
fcventh century, fuppofed fome of dBF faints to 
enjoy the beatific vifion of God, though moft 
perfons ftill believed that not even the martyrs 
would be admitted to that vifion before the refur- 
reftion ; and Hugh de Viftor, fo late as 1 1 30,, 
fays, that many ftill doubt whether the faints hear 
the prayers of thofe who invoke them, and that 
it is a queftion difficult to decide*. 

It appears that Auftin was very fenfiblc of 
the growing fuperftition of his time, and faid, 
with apparent dilapprobation, " I know there arc 
'* fome who adore fcpulchres and paintings f/' 
But this does not imply a direft invocation of 
them, Paulinus of Nola, his cotemporary, went 
every year to Rome, to fhew his refped to the 
tonibs of the martyrs, becaufe^ as he faid, he had 
great confidence in their interceflion ; and about 

• Sueur, A. D. 407. 

f De moribus ecelefixy lib. i, cap, 34. Opera vol, i, p. 774. 
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the year 337^ Conftantine built a magnificent 
church in honour of the twelve apo(tles, intend- 
ing to be buried there ; that after his death he 
might partake of the prayers that would be made 
there in their honour^. But neither does this 
imply a diredt invocation of them. In the an-* 
tient litanies all the invocations of our Saviour 
ended with thefe words. Lord have mercy upon ns 
{wpiB f^u(^ov} repeated many times s but the litanies 
of the faints confifted of nothing more than an 
enumeration of their tides, to which^ but in later 
times, rhx^ added the words era pro nobis. £x^ 
amples of the former may be feen in Ba01 and 
Chryfoftom f . 

In the fifth century no oppofition was made 
to the invocation of faints. The common opi- 
nion then was, that their fouls were not fo entirely 
confined to the celeftial manfions, but that they 
vifited mortals, and travelled through various 
countries ; though it was Hill thought that they 
more efpecially frequented the places where their 
bodies were interred. Aifo, the images of the 
faints were by this time honoured with parti- 
cular worfhip in feveral places, and it was 
imagined by many, that this worfhip, or the 
forms of confecration, which were foon intro- 
duced, drew intQ the image the propitious pre- 
fence of the faint, or celeftial being, whom it 

• Sueur, A. D. 337, f lb. 463. 
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rcprefented j the very liocion which had pre- 
vailed with rcfpedt to the ftatges of Jupiter and 
Mercury, &c. 

This exccffive veneration for the dead, and 
for their relics, was greatly promoted by the 
eloquent preachers or declaimers of thofe times. 
Athanafius, Gregory Nazianzen, and Chryfoftom, 
diftinguiflied themfelves in this way. The laft 
of thcfc writers, celebrating the afts of the martyr 
Babylas, bilhop of Antioch^ iiys^ " The gentiles 
** will laugh to hear me talk of the a£lft of per- 
'^ fons dead and buried, and confumed to dull t 
but they are not to imagine that the bodies 
of martyrs, like thofe of common men, are 
*^ deftitute of all aftivc force and energy 5 fincc 
a greater power than that of the human foul is 
fuperaddcd to them, the power of the Holy 
Spirit, which by working miracles in them de- 
*^ monftrates the truth of the refurre^ion*. 

To lee to what excefs this fuperftitious wor- 
Ihip of the dead was carried, in the period of 
which I am now treating, I (hall recite at length, 
from Dr. Middleton, a paflage of Theodorit the 
ecclefiaftical hiftorian, which (hews us, as he fays, 
the ftate of chriftianity in the fifth century. " The 
temples of our martyrs," fays this hiftorian, 
are fhining and confpicuous, eminent for their 
** grandeur, and the variety of their ornaments, 

^ Middleton*i Inquir}'} p. 152. 
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^^ and difplaying far and wide the Iplendour of 
"their beauty. Thefe we vifit, hot once, or 
" twice, or five times in the year, but frequently 
*' oflFer up hymns each day to the Lord of them. 
«* In health we beg the continuance of it. In 
«' ficknefs the removal of it. The childleis beg 
<< children ; and when thefe bleflings are obtained, 
" we beg the fccure enjoyment of them. When 
" we undertake any journey, we beg them to be 
*^ our companions and guides in it, and when we 
** return fafc, we give them our thanks. And 
** that thefe who pray with faith and fincerity 
" obtain what they afk is manifeftly teftified by 
** the number of offerings which arc made to 
" them, in confequence of the benefits received. 
*' For fome offer the figure of eyes, fome of feet, 
" fome of hands, made either of gold or offilver, 
•' which the Lord accepts, though but of litde 
*' value, meafuring the gift by the faculty of the 
" giver. But all thefe are evident proofs of the 
*' cure of as many diftempers, being placed there 
" as monuments of the fa£ts, by thofe who have 
<* been made whole. The fame monuments 
" likewife proclaim the power of the dead, whofe 
" power alfo demonftrates their God to be the 
*' true God*-" 

But we Ihall perhaps form a ftill clearer idea 
of the firm poffeffion that thefe fuperftitions had 
obtained in the minds of the generality of chrif- 

* Intrqdu^cory Difcourfe, p. 69.. 
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tians, when we confider what little refpeft the 
manly fenfe of Vigilantius, who fet himfelf to 
oppofe the progrefs of thefe corrupt praftices, 
procured him from Jerom the moft learned 
writer of his age. Unhappily we have nothing 
from, Vigilantius, but what his opponent himfelf 
has given us from him, in his anfwer. But even 
this is abundantly fufficient to fatisfy us with re- 
Ipedt to the good fenfe of the one, and the bi- 
gotted violence of the other, together with the 
charafter of the age in which they lived. 

Vigilantius maintained, as the articles are 
enumerated by Middleton^ that the honour paid 
to the rotten bones and dull of martyrs, keeping 
them in their churches, and lighting up wax 
candles before them, after the manner of the 
heathens, were the enfigns of idolatry; that the 
celibacy of the clergy, and their vows of chaftity, 
were the feminary of le wdnefs j that to pray for 
the dead, or to defire the prayers of the dead^ 
was fuperftitious : and that the fouls of the de- 
parted faints and martyrs were at reft in foaic^ 
particular place, whence they could not rernove 
themfelves at pleafure, fo as to be prefent every 
where to the prayers of their votaries; that the 
fepulchres of their martyrs ought not to be wor- 
fliipped, nor their fafts or vigils to be obfcrved ; 
and laftly thiat the figns and wonders faid to be 
wrought by their relics, and at their fepulchres^ 
liarvcd to no good end or purpofe of religion. 

' Thefe 
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Thefe were the facrilegious tenets^ as Jerom 
calls them, which he could not hear with pa- 
tience, or without the utmoft grief^ and for 
which he declared Vigilantius to be a moft de- 
teftable heretic, venting his foul mouthed blaf* 
pheniies againft the relics of the martyrs, which 
were daily working figns and wonders. He bids 
him go into the churches of thofe martyrs, and he 
would be cleanfed from the evil fpirit which pof- 
feffed him, and feel himfelf burnt, not by thofc 
wax candles, which fo much oflfended him, but by 
invifible flames, which would force that daemon 
who talked within him, to confefs himfelf to be 
the fame who had perfonated a Mercury, perhaps 
a Bacchus, or fome other of their gods among 
the heathens. At this wild rate, fays Dr. Middle- 
ton, this Father raves on, through feveral pages, 
in a ftrain much more furious than the moft 
bigotted papift would ufe at this day in defence 
of the fame rites*. All the modern ecclefiaftical 
hiftorians give the fame account of this Vigi- 
lantius f . 

I muft not conclude the hiftory of this period 
without obferving that fome undue refpeft was 
paid to angelsy who were believed to tranfad: 
much of the bufinefs of this world, by com- 
miffion from God. This arofe from the opinions 
of the Gnoftics, and is alluded to by the apoftlc 

• Introduftory Dircourfe, p. i^i, &c. 
f See MoHielna^, vol i. p. 393* 
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Paul, who fays, that fome through a voluntary 
humility y worfhipped angels, being vainly puffed up 
in their flejhly minds. CoU. ii 1 8. 

It feems probable that fome undue refpe<9: 
was paid to angels, as well as to Chrift and the 
Holy Spirit, in the time of Juftin Martyr, for he 
iays*, '^ him (God) and the Son that came from 
*^ him, and the hoft of other good angels, who 
** accompany and refemble him, together with 
^^ the prophetic fpirit, we adpre and worfliip, in 
'* word and truth honouring them." With this 
writer, however, and the chriftians of his time, 
it is not probable that this refpedt for angek 
amounted to praying to them. For we find that 
praying to angels, which had been praftifed in 
Phrygia, and Pifidia, was forbidden as idolatrous, 
by the council of Laodicea in 364. 



* Edit. Thirlby, p. 43. 183. 
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SECTION I. PART V. 

Of the Refpe£l paid to the Vtrgm Mary in this 

Period. 

-/jlS our Saviour became the objcft 
of worlhip before any other man, fo his mother 
loon began to be confidered with a lingular re- 
fpeft, and at length Ihe engroffed fo much of the 
devotion of the chriftian world, that I Ihall make 
a feparate article of it, in each period of this part 
of my work. 

It is remarkable that, excepting what was 
faid to Mary by the angel, henceforth all genera- 
tions jh all call thee bleffedy no particular compli- 
ment is paid to her in all the hiftory of the evan- 
gelifts. She is only mentioned as apious woman, 
among feveral others, and was committed tonhe 
care of John by our Lord, as he hung upon the 
crofs. Nay, feveral expreflions of our Lord, 
though not really difrefpeftful, yet Ihew that, in 
his charadler of a teacher fent from God, he con- 
fidered her only as any other perfon or difciple. 

When Ihe applied to him, about the failure 
of wine at the marriage feaft in Cana, he replied. 
Woman what hajl thou to do with me^ and gave 
her no fatisfaftion with relpe£t to what he in^ 

tended 
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tended to do. And again, when fhc and fonie 
others of his relations were endeavouring to 
make their way through a croud, in order to 
fpeak to him, and he was told of it, he replied, 
Who is my mother and who are my brethren ? He that 
does the will of God the fame is my brother andftfier^ 
and mother. In the book of A6ts her name is but 
once mentioned, as one of thofe who was affem- 
bled with the apoftles after the afcenlion of Jefus. 
Afts i. J 4. fo that where, or how fhe lived, or 
died, we have no knowledge at all. On how 

narrow a foundation does the exceflive venera- 
tion that was afterwards paid to the bUjfed virgin^ 
as fhe is now called, reft ? 

The firft mention that we find of any parti- 
cular refpeft paid to the virgin Mary, was in 
the time of Epiphanius, when fome women ufed 
to offer to her cakes called collyrides^ from which 
they got the name of Collyridiansj and as men 
had no concern in it, except by permitting their 
wives to do it, it is called by this writer a herejy 
of the women. He himfelf greatly difapproved of 
it, and wrote againft it. This may be thought 
extraordinary, fince oblations ^t the tombs of the 
dead were very common in this age. But as it 
was not known, where the virgin Mary was in- 
terred, the offering of cakes to her was a new 
ftep in the worfhip of the dead, and was there- 
fore more particularly noticed. It is plain, how- 
ever, from his account of this affair, that prayers 

Z were 
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were then ofFered to the virgin Mary, and by 
fomc of the orthodox, as they were called, 
though he himfelf rejeftcd the thought of it 
with indignation. 

In a piece of Athanafius, intitled De SanlHf- 
Jima Deipara^ we find a long addrefs to the 
virgin, but it feems to have been a piece of ora- 
tory, and we can hardly infer frorfi it that it was 
his cuftom to addrefs his devotions to her. In 
it he fays, " Hear O daughter of David, and of 
** Abraham; incline thine ear to our prayers, 
*' and forget not thy people;" and again, ^^ In- 
'^ tercede for us lady, niiftrefs, queen, and nio- 
"therofGod*'* 

The firft who was particularly noticed, as 
introducing this worftiip of the virgin, is Peter 
Gnapheus, bifhop of Antioch, in the fifth cen- 
tury, who appointed her name to be called upon 
in the prayers of the church. This devotion, 
however, feems to have taken its rife towards 
the end of the fourth century, and in Arabia, 
where we read of a controverfy refpefting her; 
fome maintaining that after fhe was delivered of 
Jefus, (he lived with her hufband Jofeph as his 
wife. This was violently oppofed by others, who 
running Into the other extreme, worfhipped her 
as a goddefs, thinking it neceffary to appeafe 

* Opera, vol u p. 1041. 
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her anger, and leek her favour, by libations, fa- 
crifices, the oblation of cakes, and fuch fervices, 
as Epiphanius cenfured ♦. 

To perfons much acquainted with ecclefiaf- 
tical hiftory, nothing of this kind will appear ex- 
traordinary. Otherwife we might be furprized 
how it (hould ever have been confidered as a 
thing of any confequence, whether the mother of 
Chrift had any commerce with Her hufband or 
not. The ppefumption is, tl^t, as they lived to- 
gether, at leaii after the birth of Jefus, Ihe had. 
However the rcfpcdl paid to virginity in that age 
was fo great, that it was thought to derogate 
from her virtue and honour, to fuppofe that Ihe 
ever had any commerce with man; and therefore,, 
without any proper evidence in the cafe, it was 
frefumed xhzx. fhe muft have continued a virgin; 
and to maintain the contrary was even deemed 
heretical. In the council of Capua, in 389, Bo- 
nofus a bifhop in Macedonia, was condemned 
for maintaining that Maty, the mother of Jefu^ 
was not always a virgin, following it is faid, the 
herefy of Paulinus. 

When the doctrine o^ortpnaljin was flatted, 
the veneration for the virgin Mary was fo great, 
that doubts were entertained whether fhe might 
not have been exempt from it, as well as her 
Son. Auftin maintained that no perfon ever 

* Moiheim,vol.i. p. 351. 
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lived without fin except the virgin Mary, con- 
cerning whom, he, however, only fays he will 
not hold any controverfy, for the honour, that 
we owe to our Saviour*. 

After the deification and worfhip of Chrift, 
it was natural that the rank of his mother fhould 
rife in fome proportion to it. Accordingly we 
find that, after Chrift was confidered as GcxI, 
it became cuftomary to give Mary the title of 
mother of God (^eo7ox®-) This, however, was not 
done, at leaft generally, till after the council of 
Chalcedon in 45 1 . This title of mother of God, 
happened to be a favourite term with Apolli- 
naris and his followers, and in coniequence of 
this, perhaps, it was, that Neftorius violently op. 
pofed this innovation, thinking it fufficient that 
Mary ftiould be called the mother of Chrift. 

This oppofition, however, operated as in many 
other cafes, viz. to increafe the evil, and in the 
third council of Ephcfus, in which Neftorius was 
condemned, it was decreed that Mary fhould be 
called the mother of God. From this time Ihe 
was honoured more than ever ; but ftill fhe had 
not the titles that were given her afterwards of 
queen of heaven y mijirefs of the worldy goddefsy me- 
diatrix ^ gate ofparadi/e, £2?r. 

+ De N^tura et Gratia, cap. xxxvi. Opera, vol. vii. p. 747. 



SECTION 



relating U Saints and Angels. 341 



SECTION II. PART I. 

Of the fForJhip of Saints in the middle AgeSj and 

till the Reformation. 

A ILL the beginning of the fifth cen- 
tury prayers to faints were only occafional, as at 
the place of their interment, or on the anniver- 
fary of their death, &c. becaufe at that time it 
was generally fuppofed that their fouls were 
hovering about that place, and there, alfo, was 
the fcene of all the miracles that were origi- 
nally afcribed to them. But when it came to be 
a general perfuafion, that the fouls of the martyrs, 
and other perfons of eminent fanftity, were ad- 
mitted to the immediate prefence of God, and 
were capable of a general infpeftion of the affairs 
of the world, prayers to them were no longer 
confined to the place of their interment, or to 
the chapels and churches erefted over them. 

It was now imagined that the fouls of thefe 
illuftrious dead could hear the prayers that were 
addrefTed to them in all places, and at all times. 
For, as for the great difficulty of a human being 
(whofe faculties are of courfc limited) being ca- 
pable of knowing what pafles in more than one 
place at a time, they feem not to have confidered 

Z3 it. 
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it. Or they might fuppofe the power of an unem- 
bodied fpirit, not now confined to any particular 
corporeal fyftem, to be incapable of any limita- 
tion. Or they might fuppofe that God had endued 
them with faculties of which they were not natu- 
rally capable before. Certain, however it is, that 
in the middle ages, the common people addrcffed 
their prayers to dead men with as little appre- 
henfion of their not being heard by them, as if 
they had been praying to the Divine Being 
himfelf. 

* 

In faft, the chriftian faints fuccccdcd, in aH 
refpefts, to the honours which had been paid to 
the pagan deities ; almoft all of whom had been 
fuppofed to have been men, whofe extraordinary 
merit had exalted them to the rank and power 
of gods after their death. This analogy between 
the two religions made the tranfition very eafy 
to the bulk of the common people ; and the lead- 
ing men among the chriftians perceiving this, 
and being themfelves not averfe to the ceremo- 
nies and pomp of the antient idolatry, contrived 
to make the tranfition ftill eafier, by preferving 
every thing that they poflibly could in the antient 
forms of worlhip, changing only the objedts of 
them. 

About the eleventh century this was done 
without difguife, and though images were not 
common, and we read of no ftatutes in chriftian 
churches at that time; yet, in other refpedts, the 

worlhip 
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of the faints was modelled according to the re- 
ligious fcrvices which had been paid to the hea- 
then gods. Some time afterwards we find that 
chriftians had the farr^ temples, the fame altars, 
and often the lame images with the pagans, only 
giving them new names. Dr. Middieton was 
Ihewn an antique ftatue of a young Bacchus, 
which was worfhipped in the charafter of a fe- 
male faint*. 

The nobleft heathen temple now remaining 
in the world is the Pantheon, or Rotunda at 
Rome, which, as the defcription over the portico 
informs us, having been impioujly dedicated of old by 
Agrippa to Jupiter y and all the gods^ was pioujly 
reconjecrat^d by pope Bmjface the fourth to the bkjfed 
virgin and all the faints. With thi? fingle altera- 
tion, fays Dr. Middieton f, it ferves as exadlly 
for all the purpofcs of the popiih, as it did for 
the pagan worlhip, for which it was built. For 
as in the old temple everyone might find the god 
of his country, aiid addrefs himfelf to jthat deity 
to whofe religion he was moft devoted, fo it is 
the fame thing now. Every one chufes the pa- 
tron whom he likes beft; and one may fee here 
different iervices going on at the fame time at 
different altars, with diftin6): congregations around 
them, juft as the inclinations of the people lead 
.them to the worfhip of €his or that particular 
faint. 

* LcttcM'from Rome^ p. 160. f lb. p. j6i. 
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As men are greatly influenced by namesj it 
was even contrived that the name of the new di- 
vinity (hould as much as poflible refemble the 
old one. Thus the faint yipollinaris was made to 
fucceed the god Jpollo, and St. Martina the god 
Mars. It was farther contrived that, in fome 
cafes, the fame buftnefs (hould continue to be 
done in the fame place, by fubftituting for the 
heathen god a chriftian faint of a fimilar cha- 
rafter, and diftinguifhfed for the fame virtues. 
Thus, there being a temple at Rome, in which 
fickly infants had been ufually prefented for the 
cure of their diforders, they found a chriftian 
faint who had been famous for the fame attention 
to children; and confecrating the fame temple 
to him, the very fame praftices are now conti- 
nued as in the times of heathenifm*. 

Farther, as it had been cuftomary to hang up 
in the heathen temples, particularly thofe of Ef- 
culapius, pidlures of fcenes in which perfons had 
fuppofed they had been relieved by the interpo- 
fition of their gods, and efpecially of limbs that 
had been difeafed, and were afterwards cured, &c. 
the fame cuftom, as I have hinted already, was 
very early introduced into the chriftian churches; 
and in later ages, I doubt not, thefe exhibitions 
were more numerous than they had ever been 
in the times of heathenifm. 

• Middleton's Letters, p. 167. 

Dr. 
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Dr. Middleton, who obferved the prefent 
popilh worlhip with this view, mentions other 
points of refemblance, fo numerous, and fo little 
varied, that he fays, he could have imagined 
himfelf prefent in the antient heathen temples; 
and he is confident that a confiderable know- 
ledge of the antient heathen ritual might be 
learned from them. Candles are continually 
burning in the prefent churches as in the former 
temples, incertfe is always fmoaking, many of 
the images are daubed with red ochre, as thofe 
of the heathen gods often were, thdr faces are 
black with jthe fmpke of candles and incenfe, 
people are continually oatheir knees, or proftrate 
before them ; and, according to the accounts of 
all travellers, the prayers that are addreflcd to 
them are of the fame nature, and urged with the 
fame indecent importunity. They are alfo fol- 
lowed by the fame marks of refentment, if their 
requefts be not granted, as if they hoped to get 
by foul means, what they could not obtain by. 
fair. Mr. Byron informs us*, that being in 
danger of fhipwreck, a Jefuit who was on board 
brought out an image of fome faint, which he 
defired might be hung up in the mizen flirouds; 
and this being done, he kept threatening it, that 
if they had not a breeze of wind foon he would 
throw it into the fea. A breeze fpringing up, 
he carried back the image with an air of great 
triumph, 

• Voyage p. 207« 

As 
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As the heathtns had gods of particular coun- 
tries, fo the chriftians of thefe ages imagined that 
one faint gave particular attention to the afiaiis 
of one country, and another faint to thofe of an- 
other. Thus St. George was confidered as the 
patron of England, St. Dennis of France, St. 
Januarius of Naples, &c. 

In all countries different faints were fuppofcd 
to attend to diflerent things, eich having his 
proper province. Thus St. George is invoked 
in battle, St. Margaret in child-bearing, St. Ge- 
nevieve for rain, and St. Nicholas, or St. An- 
thony, by feamen, &c. 

Alfo, as with the heathens, the lame god was 

thought to be worfliipped to more advantage in 
one place than another ; this was im^ined to be 
the cafe with refpeft to the new divinities. For, 
as there was a Jupiter Ammon, a Jupiter Olym- 
pius, and a Jupiter Capitolinus, fo the paplfts 
have one virgin Mary of Loretto, another of 
Montferrat, &c. And though there be a church 
dedicated to the virgin in a town where. a perfon 
lives, yet he will often think it worth his while 
to make a pilgrimage of fome hundreds of miles, 
to worfhip the fame virgin in fome other place,- 
which file is fuppofed to honour with more par- 
ticular attention, and to have diflinguifhcd by 
more miracles, &c. 



So 
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So many perfons had acquired the repxrtation 
of Saints in the ninth century, that the ecclefiaf- 
tical councils found it neceffary to decree, that 
no perfon fhould be confidered as a faint, till a 
bifhop in the province had pronounced him wor- 
thy of that honour j and the confent of the pope 
was likewife generally thought expedient^ if not 
neceflary. No faint, however, was created by the 
authority of any pope before Walric, biihop of 
Augfburgh, received that honour from John the 
1 5th, in the tenth century ; though others fay it 
was Savibert who was firfl: canonized by Leo 
the third, after his life atsd ^etemfions had been 
regularly examined*. At length Alexander the 
third, in the twelfth century, afferted the fole 
right of canonization to the pope. 

This buGnefs of ccntmkiatu^ was ilib copied 
from paganifm, the fenate of Rome having taken 
upon it to pronounce what perfons fhould be 
deifiedj and having decreed that honour to feveral 
of their emperors, to if^om tempks were confe- 
quently ercfted, and worlhip regulaiiy paid. Alfo 
die tide of Divus^ which had been given by the 
decree of the fenate to deified racily was now 
adopted by the chriftians, and ^vcn to their ca- 
nonized feints. The confequence of a regular 
canonization was, that the name of the faint was 



* Moiheim, vol. ii. p. 15^. Bafnage, Hiftoire des Egllfcs 
Refonne^i,Tol* iii. p. 691. 
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infertcd in the calendar in red letters ; he might 
then be publicly invoked and prayed to, churches 
and altars might be dedicated to him, maffes 
might be faid in his honour, holidays might be 
kept in his name, his image alfo might be fet up 
and prayed to, and his relics might be rcverendy 
laid up, and worfhipped, 

Confidering who they were that direfted this 
bufmefs of canonization, and what kind of merit 
weighed moft with them, it is no wonder that 
many of thefe canonized, perfons were fuch as 
had little title to the appellation of faints. They • 
were generally miferable enthufiafls, fome of 
them martyrs to their own aufterities, and Ibme- 
times men who had diftinguiflied themfelves by 
nothing but their zeal for what was imagined to 
be the rights of the churchy and their oppofition 
to the temporal princes of their times ; fuch as 
Thomas a Becket of this country. 

As many of the pdrfons to whom divine ho- 
nours are paid in catholic countries, began to be 
diftinguiflied in this manner before there were 
any regular canonizations, and in times of great 
ignorance, we are not furprifed, though we can- 
not help being amufed, at the grofs miftakes that 
were fometimes made in this ferious bufinefs; 
feveral of the names, th6 moft diftinguiflied by 
the honours that are paid to them, being thofe 

of perfon3 altogether /w^g/»ary, fo that the objefl 

of 
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of their worihip never had any exiftence. Such 
is St. Ur/ulaj and the eleven thoufand virgins. 
This woman is faid to have been a native of 
Cornwall, who, with her virgins, travelled to 
Rome, and in their return through Germany, ac- 
companied by pope Cyriacus, fufFered martyr- 
dom at Cologn. Baronius himfelf lays there 
never was any pope of that name. 

In this clafs alfo we mufl: put ihtfevenjleepersy 
who are faid to have flept in a cave from the 
time of Decius, to that of Theodofius, or as they 
reckon it 162 years; and who^ to the con- 
futation of fome who denied the refurreftion, 
awakened after that interval, and looked as frefh 
as ever. No better claim has St. George the patron 
of this country, or St. Cbrijkpber, who is faid to 
have been twelve feet or twelve cubits high, and 
to have carried our Saviour over an arm of the 
fea upon his back. From the words Fera Icon, 
or the true image, meaning that of our Saviour, 
impreffed upon a handkerchief, they have made 
feint Veronica, and fuppofed this handkerchief to 
have been given to her by our Saviour himfelf. 

Several miftakes have beep made by fup- 
pofing that words beginning with an S, were in- 
tended to exprefs the name of fome faint, and 
from the remainder of the word they have ac- 
cordingly compofcd the name of an imaginary 
perfon. Thus, in all probability, from SoraSie, 
. the 
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the name of a mountain, they have got the name 
oSSt. Oreftey foftening the found aft^r the Itafian 
manner j and what is more extraordinary, fix)m a 
fragincnt d an infcription, which, in all proba- 
bility was originally p'afeElus viarumy the S only 
remaining of the word p^eStusy and viar of the 
word following they have made St. Viar\ and 
the Spaniards, in whofe country this infcriptioii 
was found, fancying that this new faint had dif- 
tinguilhed himfclf by many illuftrious miracles, 
folicited pope Urban to do fomething to his ho- 
nour^. \rk England particular honour was paid 
to St. Anpbiboksj which appears to have been 
nothing but a cloh that had belonged to St. 
Albanf. 

Befides particular feftivals for particular faints, 
the papifts have a feitival for the commemora- 
tion of all fainis in general, left, as we may 
fuppofe, any fhould have been omitted in their 
calendared This was introduced by Gregory the 
fourth. 

Thefe new objedts of worfhip prefendy en- 
groffed almoft all the devotion of the vulgar, 
who think they may make more free with thefe 
inferior divinities than they can with the Supreme 
Being ; fo that the name of the true God, the 



♦ Middleton's Letters from Rome, p. 173, 
t lb, p. 174. 
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Father, is fcldom made ufe of by them *. And 
thofe perfons who have attached thcmfelves 
to any particular faint have become moft paf- 
fionately fond of them, and have been led to 
magnify their power to a degree which excites 
both our pity and indignation f. There is a book 
entitled tbe Conformity of St. Francisy intended to 
fhew how nearly he approached to Chrift, in his 
birth, miracles, and all the particulars of his life. 
But nothing was ever fo extraordinary as the 
accounts of Ignatius, by his followers; the Jc- 
fuits I and it is the more fo, as he lived in ncKxlern 
times. - 

Some of the Jefuits have faid, it was no won- 
der that Mofes worked fo many miracles, fince 
he had the name of God written upon his rod ; 
or that the apoftles worked miracles, fince they 
fpake in the name of Chrift : whereas St. Igna- 
tius had performed as many miracles as the 

* Mr. Brydonc fays (Travels, vol. li. p. 117) he remarked with 
how little refpe6l the people of Sicily paflfed the chapels that vfere 
dedicated to God. They hardly deigned to give a little inclination 
of the head ; but when they came near thofe of tbcb favourite 
Saiiots, they bowed down to the very ground. 

t Mr. Swinburne fays (Travels, p. 174) that from what he 
faw, he is apt to fufpcft, that the people in Spain ti-ouble themfelves 
with few ferious thoughts on the fubje^ of religion ; and that, pro- 
vided they can bring themfcivcs to believe that their fevouritc 
Saint looks upon them with an eye of attention, they take it for 
granted, that under his influence, they are fi-eed from all appre;- 
henfion of damnation in a future ftate, and indeed, he adds, from - 
any great concern about the moral duties of this life* 

apoftles. 
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apoftles, and more than Mofes, in his own nam^ 
Others of them have faid that only Chrift, the 
apoftle Peter, the bleffed Virgin, and God^ could 
even contemplate the fan£):ity of St. Ignatius. 
They alfo applied to him this pafTage of fcrip- 
ture, God has in tbeje lafi times fpoken unto us iy 
his Son *• 

Though the ftate of the catholic church has 
been improved in feveral refpefts by means of 
the reformation, in confequence of which feveral 
abufes were fo fully expofed, that little has fince 
been faid in defence of them ; yet, it was a long 
time before any thing was done by authority to 
remedy this (hocking abufe. The council of 
Trent connived at all thefe things. They did 
nothing to check the invocation of faints, and 
indeed by their decrees, the applying to them di- 
reftly for help and afliftance is encouraged. But 
not long ago a very confiderable reformation 
of the calendar, in this refpeft, was made by pope 
Benedift XIV. 

Together with the worfhip of faints, that of 
angels alfo gained much ground in this period. 
Pope Gregory the fourth, appointed a feftival in 
honour of St. Michael, which, indeed, had long 
been obferved both in the Eaft, and in Italy, and 
was then almoft univerfal in the Latin church. 

• Bafnage, Hlftoirc des Eglifes Reformees, vol. ili. p. 693. 

So 
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60 proper objedhs of worfhip are angels confi- 
dered to be by the papifts, that they pray to them 
diredUy, for the pardon ,of fin, and eternal life*. 
Of all the faints, it is only the virgin Mary that 
is addrefied in fuch a high ftile of devodon a» 
this. 
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SECTION IL PART III 
Of the Worjhip of the Virgin Mary. 

With fuck an aftonifhing increafc 
of the veneration of faints and martyrs, (chrif- 
tians having firft prayed for them, then hoped, 
and prayed for their interceflion with God, till at 
laft they made direft addrefles tc them) it will 
naturally be expefted that their devotion to the 
virgin Mary would advance no lefs rapidly. Ac- 
cordingly we find fuch particular attention paid 
to her, that both the Son, and the Father, are 
with many perfons almofk entirely overlooked. 
In words, indeed, they pretend that the devotion 
addrefied to her falls Ihort of that which is paid 
to God, as it exceeds that which is paid to other 
faints, calling the devotion that is paid to God by 

* Balbsigei vol. i. p. %q%. 
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the name of Lafria, that to the (zints Dmliaf and 
that to the blelfcd virgin HyperduUa ; but thcfe 
diftinArons arc only nominal, and, iti fad, if 
there be any difference, it feems to be rather iil 
feVo\ir of tht virgin, as appears by their ufing 
ten jives, or falutations of the virgin, for one 
Pater, or the Lord!s prayer, and by that humble 
proftration with which they continually pay their 
devotion to her. 

The prayers that are conftantly addrcfled to 
her, are foch as thefe, " Mary, the mother of 
" grace, the mother of mercy, do thou defend 
*' us from our enemies and receive us in the 
** hour of death : Solve vincla reis^ pardon the 
** guilty t Pr(fer Lumen c^cis^ give light to the 
" blind." Alfo Jure matris redemptori impera, 
" that is, by the right of a m.other command our 
^ redeemer," is an allowed mode of addrefs to 
her*. The pfalms which contain an addrefs to 
God are applied to the virgin Mary by Cardinal 
Bonaventure in his P/alter of the blejjed virgin \ and 
one of their greateft doftors declared, that all 
things that are God's are the virgin Mary's ; be- 
caufe fhe is both the fpoufe and the mother of 
Godf. 

Let us now fee by what fteps, this progrefs 
was nmde j for, ftrong as was the propenfity to 

* Burnet on the Articles, p. 308. 
f Hiftorj of Popery, vol. i. p. 164. 
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this kind of idolatry, times, and proper circum- 
ftances, were requifite to bring it to this height. 
It is did that Peter FuUo, a monk of Conftan- 
tinople, introduced the name of the virgin Mary 
into the public prayers about the year 480 ; but 
%t is certain fhe was not generally invoked in 
public till a long time after that *. Juftinian, in 
giving thanks for his viftories, and praying, only 
lays, " we aflc this alfo by the prayers of the 
holy and glorified Mary, mother of God, and 
always a virgin 5'* it being the cuftom at that 
time to make ufe of the interceffion of the virgin, 
but not to invoke her direftly. 

When it was thought proper to keep up the 
feftivals and ceremonies of the pagan religion, 
.and only to change the objects of them, the virgin 
Mary was fure to come in for her (hare of thefe 
new honours, together with other faints. Accord- 
ingly we find that, whereas the pagans had ufed, 
in the beginning of February to celebrate the 
feaft of Proferpine with burning tapers \ to divert 
them from this impiety, chriftians inftituted on 
the fame day, the feaft of Purification, in honour 
of the virgin Mary, and called it Candlemas, from 
the lights that were ufed on the occafion. This 
inftitution is afcribed to pope Vigilius, about the 
year 536, though others fix it to the year 543. 
But before this time there had been a feaft on 

*» Sueur, A. D. 483. 
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that day called [maica^yi) or the meetings in com- 
memoration of Simeon meeting Mary on the day 
of her purification, and taking Jefus in his arms, 
when he was prefented in the temple. But there 
was not then any invoking of the virgin, no cry* 
ing Ave maris Jiella^ nor lighting wax candles in 
her honour *. The featt of the immaculate concept 
tion was alfo added about the fame time f • 

Though we know few particulars of the life 
of the virgin Mary, and nothmg at all concerning 
her death j yet, it was fo much taken for granted, 
that fhe went immediately into heaven (though 
other faints were obliged to wait for the beatific 
vifion till the refurreftion) that about the ninth 
century a feftival was inftituted in commemora- 
tion of her ajjumption. 

The worfhip of the virgin Mary alio received 
new accefTions of folemnity and fuperftition in 
the tenth century. Towards the conclufion of it, 
the cuftom of celebrating maffes and abftaining 
from flefh-meat in her honour on Saturdays was 
introduced j and after this, what was called the 
lejfer office of the virgin was confirmed by Urban 
in the following century. In this tenth century 
alfo, the rofary and crown of the blefled virgin 
were firft ufed. The former confifts of fifteen 
repetitions of the Lord's prayer, and one hundred 

• Sueur, A. D, 543. f Moftieiu), vol. i. p. 466. 
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and fifty falutations of the bleffed virgin; and the 
latter, according to the different opinions of 
learned men concerning the age of the virgin, 
confift of fix or feven repetitions of the Lord's 
prayer, and accordingly of fix or feven times ten 
falutations of the virgin*. Peter Damiani fpeaks 
of the kjfer office of the virgin as a new form of 
devotion, inftituted in his time, as alfo of Satur- 
day being confecrated to her honour j as Monday 
was to that of the angels f . 

We have feen that fome perfons, in the 
former period, entertained a fufpicion that the 
virgin Mary might perhaps be born without ori- 
ginal fin. In the progrefs of things, which I 
have been defcribing, thefe- lufpicions were not 
likely to lofe ground. However, it was fer 
from being the univerfal opinion, that (he was 
born in any more favourable circumftances than 
other perfons. The firft controverfy on this fub- 
je£t was about the year 1 136, when the canons 
of Lyons ftarted the opinion of the immaculate 
conception^ as ir now began to be called, and 
would have eftabliftied an office for celebrating 
it, but Bernard oppofed it. The Thomifl:s, or 
the followers of Thomas Aquinas oppofed that 
opinion till the year 1300, when Scotus a Do- 
minican or Cordelier, firft made it a probable opi^ 
niony and his followers afterwards made it an ar^ 

^ ^lofheim, vol. ii. p. 225. f Fkury, A« D. 1269 
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ticle offaitbi whiUt the Francifcans or Jacobioo 
held a contrary opinion i and the controverfy be- 
tween thenn continued three hundred years^ and 
indeed has not regularly been decided to thii 
day. 

The univerfity of Paris declared for the im- 
maculate conception^ and there were feveral 
popes oh both fides of the queftion. John 
XXII. favoured the Jacobines on account of the 
hatred he bore to the Cordeliers, who took the 
part of the emperor Lewis of Bavaria, whom he 
had excommunicated. Sixtus the fourth, who 
was a Cordelier favoured the opinion which had 
always been maintained by his orders and in the 
year 1474, ^^ publifhed a bull, in which he pro- 
hibited any cenfure of the opinion of the imma- 
culate conception as heretical, and confirmed the 
new fervice that had been made for the feftival 
of that conception. 

This controverfy continued till the council 
of Trent, which confirmed the conftitution of 
Sixtus the fourth, but without condemning the 
opinions of the Jacobines*. This did not leffen 
the controverfy; the Dominicans ftill maintaining 
the immaculate conception, and the Francifcans, 
oppofing it. Spain was perfectly in a flame 
about it, of which the very fign pods of this day 

♦ Hiftory of the council of Trent, p. 103. 
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hear witnefs. For travellers fay, that, in going 
from Barcelona to Granada^ to the name of the 
virgin Mary, is always added Sitty feccade cm-- 
eeiiJaj conahed without Jt»* . At length Alex- 
ander the 5th, unable to fettle the eontrovcrfy in 
any other manner, in 1667, ordered that there 
Ihould be no more preaching on the fubjedt f . 

The devotion paid to the virgin is very little, 
if at all, leflencd fince the reformation. At 
Einfilden, or Noire Dame des EretriiteSy in Swit- 
zerland, fays Mf. Cpxe Ji crowds of pilgrims 
from all quarters refort to adore the virgin, and 
to prefent their offerings; and i( \s computed 
that upon a moderate calculation, their number 
^mounts yearly to a hundred thoufand. 

Tbclafl: circumflanqe that Lfhall relate, con- 
cerning the virgin M^ry, is, that in 15616, fame 
Flemings began to wear medals in their hats in 
her honour, repreientbg what W'as fuppofed to be 
a miraculous image of her at Hale in Hainault, 
«nd which they wore, to diftinguifh them from 

•Mr, Swinbijro^ ffiys (Travejs p. 190) I feejieve there is fcarcely 
a houfe in Granada that has not over its door in large red chara^ert, 
J*Ti0 Maria fufiffima fin piccad^ cMcekiJa^ A military order in 
^at country fwear to diefisiifl by wor^ pJid deed the doiirine of the 
jjhaiTiacuhte concepti9t)^ The peaiar)t$ near Alicant, ifftead of 
faluting ftraAgers in dny other way, haul out, A*ve Maria purifftmOf 
to which they expe6l to be anfwered^» peccadt coucibidOt or dto 
gratias, 

t Hiftoirc deg Pape^ w\i ». jj ^2. J frairels, p. 57. 

A a 4 the 



3 6o The Hiftory of Opinions 

the protcftants of that country. The pope blcffcd 
and confecrated thefe medals, granting a remif- 
lion of the punifhment of fin to thofe that wore 
them. And this gave a beginning to the confe* 
cration of medals *• 
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SECTION 11. PART III. 
Of the Worjhip of Images in this Period^ 

W E have feen how, in the preceding 
period, a fondnefs for pidtures and images had 
made fome progrefs among chriftians, in confe- 
quence of an undue veneration for the ferfons 
whom they reprefented. In the natural progrefs 
of things, images were treated with more and 
more refpeft, till it was imagined that the ho- 
mage paid to the faint required the fame to be 
paid to his image. It was even imagined, that he 
was fo far prefent to the image, as to commu- 
nicate to it the powers of which he himfelf was 
poffeffed; the image being a kind of body to the 
foul of the faint. 

* Hifloire des Papes, vol. y. p. to. 
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This was the very ftate of things among the 
heathens. For they imagined that, after the 
forms of confecration, the invifible power of the 
god, to whom any image was dedicated, was 
brought to refide in it, and to entitle it to the 
fame refpe6l as if it had been the god himfelf in 
perfon. At length, therefore, chriftians came to 
be idolaters in the fame grofs fenfe, in which the 
heathens had ever been fo 5 being equally wor- 
fliippers both of dead men and of their images; 
But no great progrefs had been mac^e in this bufi- 
nefs at the clofe of the laft period. 

At that time pidlur^s and images in churches^ 
were chiefly ufed for the pyrpofe of ornament, 
for the commemoration of the faints to which 
they were dedicated, and the inftruftion of the 
ignorant. Gregory the great, encouraged the 
ufe of theni, fo that the honour paid to them was 
much increafed towards the end of the fixth cen- 
tury, and more in the following. And when 
Serehus, bifhop of Marfeilles, feeing the bad con* 
fcquence of introducing thefe images, not only 
ordered that no peribn {hould fall down before 
them, or pay them any homage, but that they 
ftiould be removed from the churches of his dio- 
cefe, Gregory difapproved of his conduct, praif- 
ing his zeal ; but blaming him for breaking the 
Images. He, therefore, only defired that they 
might not be worfhipped, but would have them 
prefcrved in the churches, on the principle, that 

thofc 
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thofe who could not read might be inftruded by 
ihem ♦. But in little more than a century, the 
fee of Rome changed its doctrine on the fubjcft, 
Gregory the fecond being ftrenuous for the wor- 
fliip of images. 

The firft who openly efpoufed the doftrinc 
of images in the Weft was pope ConftantinCi 
the predeceflbr of Gregory the fecond ; and there 
feems to have been as much of policy, as of 
religion, in the meafures which he took with re- 
Ipedt to it. The emperor Fhilippicus had taken 
an aftive part in oppofition to images, and had 
ordered them to be removed from churches, in 
order to put a ftop to the idolatrous veneration 
that was beginning to be paid to them. This, 
the pope, who wiftied for an occafion of quar- 
relling with the emperor, in order to make him- 
fclf independent of him, refented fo highly, that, 
in a fynod, held on the occafion, he not only 
condemned his conduit in that refpeft, but ex- 
communicated him, as a heretic, and pronounced 
him unworthy of the empire, authorifing and ex- 
horting his fubjeds to revolt from him. This 
new herefy was called that of the Iconodajls, or 
the breakers of images* By picking this quarrel 
with the emperor, this pope and his fucceflbrs 
afferted not only their independence of the em- 
perors of Conftantinople, but their (iiperiority 
to them. 

^ Sueur> A. D, 595. 
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Gregory the fccond, who fuccceded Conftan- 
tine, and the emperor Leo Ifauricus, were at 
continual variance on this fubjeft of images j the 
latter pulling them down from the churches, and 
the former excommunicating him for it, and 
alfo pronouncing his fubjefts abfolved of their 
allegiance to him, and forbidding them to pay 
him tribute. 

Something farther was done in favour of 
images by Stephen the third, or rather the fourth, 
in oppoficion of Conftantine the fccond, whom 
he had depofed, and who had called a fynod in 
which the worihip of images had been con^ 
demned. This Stephen called another fynod, in 
which, another innovation in chriftian worihip 
was made, or at leaft authorized, viz. the wor- 
Ihipping of God himfelf by an image. For they 
condemn the execrable and pernicious decree of 
the former fynod, by which the condition of the 
immortal God was made worfe than that of men* 
** It is lawful," fay they, "to fct up ftatucs of 
'^ mortal men, both that we may not be un«* 
" grateful, and that we may be excited to imitate 
^^ their virtuous aftions ; and fhall it not then be 
*' lawful to fet up the image of God, whom we 
** ought always, if it were poflible, to have before 
"our eyes*?" 

• Piadna dc viu Stephani III. 
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On this poor pretence was the authority of 
the fecond commandment, which exprefsly for- 
bids the worfhipping of the true God by images, 
entirely fet alide. This is fo palpable a contra- 
di£tion of the doftrine of the fcriptures, that the 
iecond commandment is entirely left out in fe- 
veral of the copies of the ten commandments 
among the papifts, and one of the others is fplit 
into two, for the fake of preferving the number 
tent And to hide this falfification from the com- 
mon people. 

The incenfing of ftatues, which had been a 
conflant heathen pra£tice, is faid to have been 
introduced into the chriftian worfhip of images 
by Leo the third. 

The worfhip of images had many fluAuations 
in the Eaft, fome of the emperors favouring it 
and others difcouraging it; but at length the 
proper adoration of them was fully eftabliftied in 
the fecond council of Nice, held in the year 787, 
under the emperor Conftantine Porphyrogenita, 
or rather his mother Irene, a mod ambitious and 
violent woman. This, which was denominated 
the Jecond Nicene council^ decreed that images 
(hould be made according to the form of the 
venerable crofs j meaning what we call crucifixes^ 
or images of our Saviour upon the crofs ; that 
they might be made of any materials, that they 

Ihould 
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fiiould be dedicated^ and put into churches^ as 
well as upon walls, in private houfes, and upon 
the public roads. It was appointed in this 
council, that, in the firft place, images fhould be 
made of our Saviour, in the next place of the 
virgin Mary (called by them the immaculate mO'^ 
tber of God) then of the venerable angels, and 
iaftly of all faints, that the honour of adoration 
may be rendered to them i not, however, that of 
Latridy which they fay belongs only to the Divine 
Nature, but, *^ as we approach with reverence 
the type of the venerable and vivifying crofs, 
and the holy evangelifts, with oblations, per- 
" fumes, and lights. For the honour that is done 
*' to the image is reflefted upon the prototype, 
*« and he who adores the image adores the fub- 
" jeft of it/' They add, as ufual, « Let all who 
"think otherwife be excommunicated.'*. It is 
to be obferved that no ftatues^ or even bafs relicfi, 
were permitted by this council. Thefc were not 
yet admitted into churches, as they were after- 
wards*. So paffionately fond were the Greeks 
of this fpecies of worfhip, that they efteemed this 
fecond council of Nice as the moft lignal bleff- 
ing derived to them from the interpofition of 
heavens and in commemoration of it inftituted 
an anniverfary feftival, called the feafi of or-* 
tbodoxy'\. 

* Sueur, A» D. 7S7. f Moiheun, toI ii. p. 150. 
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The Fathers of this council expreflcd a dc* 
ceftation of images reprefenting the Deity y though 
they had the fanftion of pope Stephen's fynod in 
the Latin Church ; and though this prafbice was 
not foon general, even in the Weft, at length 
pidures and images, even of God the Father 
and of the Trinity became common. The council 
of Trent favours them, provided they be decentlf 
made; dire6lions are given concerning the ufe 
of images of the Trinity in the public offices j 
and fuch as held it unlawful to have fuch 
images were exprefsly condemned at Rome in 
1690*. 

In the Weft, notwithftanding the favour 
ihewn to images by the popes, the worlhip of 
them did not go down fo well as it did in the 
Eaft, owing to the oppofition that was made to 
it by Charlemaigne. He called a council at 
Frankfort in 794, in which the fecond council 
of Nice was condemned. Images, however, were 
allowed to be kept in churches, for the purpofc 
of ornament and inftruftion, but worjhip was 
forbidden to be paid to them. The fame difpofi- 
tion, fo hoftile to image worfhip, continued to 
influence the fucceflbrs of Charlemaigne. For 
we find that, in a fynod held at Paris, by 
order of Lothaire, in 825, on the fubjeft of 

* Btmet on the Articles, p. 293* 
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iolla^es, it was ordered as before, to keep them, 
but not to worihip them. Another council was 
held at Paris by Louis the meek, in 844, in 
which the fame decrees were repeated. 

But the greatefl: oppofition to the worfhip of 
images in this age, was made by Claudius, bilhop 
of Turin, a man of diftinguifbed abilities aikl 
zeal, and from whom the Waldenfes, who con- 
tinued to oppofe this, and almoft every other cor- 
ruption of the church of Rome, feem to have 
had their origin. This eminent bilhop not only 
wrote with great earneftnefs and force upon the 
the fubjeftj but perceiving how violently the 
common people went into the worfhip of images, 
and that he could not by any other means check 
the progreis of it, he ordered all the images and 
crofies in his diocefe to be demolifhed. For this 
condu£t he was generally blamed, even in France^ 
and Germany, but not for oppofing the worfhip 
which was then paid to images *. About the 
iame time, Agobard bifhop of Lyons, wrote 
excellendy againft the worfhip of images, and 
aUb againft dedicating churches to any but 
Godf, 

The worfhip of images, did not continue 
without fome interruption, after the fecond coua- 
cil of Nice, even in the Eaft. But as one 

* Sueur, A, D. Sij. ^ Ibid. 
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woman, Irene, had procured their worfhip to be 
ordered at that tinme ; fo another woman, Theo- 
dora, governing her Ton Michael the third, pro- 
cured their final eftablifhment in 842. But the 
Greeks never had any images befides thofe on 
plain furfaces, or pi6hires ; they never approved 
of ftatues. Notwithftanding the oppofition to 
the worfliip of images by the emperors of the 
Weft, yet at length, through the influence of the 
Roman pontiffs, even the Gallican clergy began 
to pay certain kinds of religious homage to 
images, towards the end of the ninth century, 
and in this they were followed by the Germam 
and other nations. 

It has been afTerted, that properly fpeaking^ 
worfhip never was paid to images by chriftians, 
but that when they bowed before them, they 
only addrefTed themfelves to the faints whom 
they reprefent. But that their regards do termi- 
nate in the image itfelf, as much as they do m 
any living man, whom they fhould addrefs, is 
evident, not only from a variety of confide rations, 
fuggefted by the hiftory of image worfhip, but 
from the acknowledgment of thofe who pradticc 
it ; which puts it beyond all dpubt, that they fup- 
pofc a real power to refide in the image itfelf, 
juft as they fuppofe the fpirit of a man to be in 
a man. 

* MoAieim^ vol. ii. p. 151. 
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In the eleventh centi;u7 it was debated in the 
Greek church, whether there was an inherent 
/anliity in the images of the faints ; and though 
k was determined in a council, that the images 
of Chrift and of the faints did not partake ^' of 
** the nature of the divine Saviour, or of the 
** faints ;" yet it was maintained that they were 
^ enriched with a cert^n commutiication of di-> 
** vine grace V* 

The Latin diurch has by no means been 
behind that of the Greeks in this reipeft. For, 
if we judge by the pra6tice of the church of 
Rome, and even by fome of their acknowledge 
ments, it will be evident that a proper Latvia^ or 
iuch worlhip as they themfelves think is due to 
God, is alfo to be given to images. Thofe who 
write in &vour of it frequently cite this hymn, 
crux mHiJpes unica^ auge piis jujiitiam, reifque dona 
vemam ; that is, " hail crofs, our only hope, in- 
^' creafe righteoufnefs in the godly, and pardon 
** the guilty." It is exprefsly iaid in the Pon- 
nfical that La^ia is due to the crofs. This 
fiivours the opinions of thofe who fay that Latria 
is to be ^ven to allthoie images,, to the originals 
of which it is due, as to Chrifl:; as the Dulia is 
to be ^ven to the images of the faints, and the 
Hyper •dulia to thofe of the virgin Mary f • The 
council of Trent only decreed that due Wforfinp 

• ^ 

♦ Moiheim, vol. ii. p, 329. 
X t Bumet on the Articles^ p. %^%» 
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ihould be given to images^ but did not define 
what that due worlhip is. 

Among afts of worlhip, they reckon the ob- 
lation of incenfe, and lights; and the reafon given 
by them for all this, is, becaufe the honour of the 
image, or type, pafles to the original, or proto- 
type ; {o that direft worlhip was to terminate in 
the image itfelf And Durandus pafled for little 
Ids than a heretic, becaufe he thought that images 
were worlhipped only improperly ; becaufe at 
their prefence we call to mind the objcdt reprc- 
lented by them, which we worlhip by means of 
the image, as if the objedl itfelf was before us. 

Thomas Aquinas, and many 6thers after him, 

exprefsly teach that the fame ads and degrees of 
worfhip which are due to the original, are alfo 
due to the image. They think that an image has 
fuch a relation to the original, that both ought 
to be worlhipped by the fame aft ; nay that to 
worfhip the image with any other kind of aft, is 
to worlhip it on its own account, which they 
think is idolatry. On the other hand, thofe who 
adhere to the Nicene Doftrine fay that the image 
is to be worfhipped with an inferior degree of 
homage ; and that otherwife idolatry mull fol- 
low : fo that which ever of the two fchemes be 
adopted, idolatry mull be the confequence, with 
fome or other of the advocates for this worlhip *. 

• Burnet on the Articles, p. 295, 
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SECTION II. PART IV. 
Of the RefpeSl paid to Relics in ibis Period. 

If fo much refpcft was paid to the 
images of faints^ we jfliall not wonder that even 
more account was made of their relics^ which 
bear a ftill nearer relation to them ; and if an 
invifible virtue, viz. all the power of the faint, 
could be fuppofed to accompany every feparate 
image of an) particular faint, they could not he- 
jQtate to afcribe the fame to every relic of hkn, 
*cven the cloth or rags that had belonged to him, 
and the very earth on which he had trod. 

A fupcrftitious refpeft for relics, and elpe- 
cially for the true crofs of Chrift, is obferved to 
have advanced much in the fixth century ; and 
many perfons then boafted of having in their pof- 
feffion the real wood of that crofs." And when 
image- worfliip began, that of relics followed, as 
an acceffary. The enfhrining of relics (in his 
zeal for which Julian IV. about the year 620. 
diftinguiflied himfelf) made the moft excellent 
fort of images, and they were thought to be the 
beft prefervative poflible, both for foul and body,- 
No prefents were confidered as of more value 
than relics j and it was an eafy thing for the popes 

Bb 2 to 
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to fiimiih the world plentifully with them^ cfpc- 
cially after the difcovery of the Catacomhsy which 
was a fubterraneous place where many of the 
Romans depofited their dead. 

It is obferved by hiftorians^ that the demand 
for relics was exceedingly great in the ninth cen- 
tury^ 3nd that the clei^ employed gceat dex- 
terity in Iktisfying that demand. In general^ ibme 
perfoRs pretended to have been informed in a 
dream^ where fuch and fuch rdict were to be 
found, and the next day they never fitiled to find 
them. As the moft valued refics caone ^m die 
Eaft, the Greeks made a gainful traffick widi the 
Latins for legs, arms, fkulls, jaw-bones, &c 
many of them certainly of pagans, and fome of 
them not human; and rccourfe was Ibmctimes 
had to violence and theft, in order to gain pof- 
fcffion of fuch valuable treafure *. 

We may form fome idea of the value that 
was put upon fome relics in that fuperftitious and 
ignorant age from the following circumftance, 
and this is only one inftance of great numbers 
that might be collcfted from hiftory. Boleflas, 
a king of Poland, willing to Ihew his gratitude 
to Otho the third emperor of Germany, who had 
erefbed his duchy into a kingdom, made him a 
prefent of an arm of St. Adalbert in a filver cafe. 

* Moiheim, Yol, ii. p. 141. 
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The emperor was far from flighting the pre^ 
lenty but placed it in a new church which he 
h^d built at Rome in honour of this Adalbert. 
He alfo built a monument in honour of the fanne 
faint*. 

The greatefl; traffic for relics was during the 
Crufades^ and that many impofitions were prac- 
tifed in this bufinefs^ was evident from the very 
pretenlions themfelves \ the fame things for ex-> 
ample^ the Ikull of the fame perfon being to be 
ieen in different places^ and more wood of the 
true crols of Chrift, than^ they fay, would make 
a (hip; In this the Greeks had the fame advan* 
tage that the Ronuns had by means of the Ca^ 
tacombsy which contained a fufficient quantity of 
bones, to which it was eafy to give the names of 
celebrated chriftian martyrs, and, at a dtftance 
from Rome no enquiry could be nnade concern* 
ing them. 

Befides all this, a happy method was thought 
of by Gregory the firft, or fome other perfon of 
that age, to. multiply the virtue of relics, without 
multiplying the relics themfelves : For inftead of 
giving the relic of any faint, he contented him- 
felf with putting into a box a piece of cloth which 
was called brandeum^ which had only touched the 
jelics. It is faid, that in the time of pope Leo, 

• Sueur, A, P. looo. 
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fome Greeks having doubted whether fuch relics 
as thefe were of any ufe ; the pope, in order to 
convince them, took a pair of fciffars, and that 
on cutting one of thefe cloths, blood came out 
of it*. 

We cannot wonder at the great demand for 
relics, when we confider the virtues that were 
afcribed to them by^ the priefts and friars who 
were the venders of them in that ignorant age. 
They pretended that they had power to fortify 
againft temptations, to increafe grace and nfterit, 
to fright away devils, to ftill winds and tcmpefts, 
to fccure from thunder, lightning, blafting, and 
all fudden cafualties and misfortunes ; to flop all 
infeftious diforders, and to cure as many others 
as any mountebank ever pretended to do. Who 
that had money would chufe to be without fqf h 
powerful prefervatives ? 

The Fathers of the council of Trent appointed 
relics to be venerated, but, with their ufual cau- 
tion, they did not determine the degree of it. 
This great abufe was effeftually removed in all 
proteftant churches at the reformation, though 
many other things equally near to the firft prin- 
ciples of chriftianity, were left to the fagacity and 
zeal of a later period. 

* Bafnage Hiftoire de Eglifcs Reformers, vol. i. p. 305. 
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Among the catholics the refpeft for relics ftill 
continues, though, with the general decreafe of 
fuperftition, this muft have abated in fome mea- 
fure. The holy land is ftill a great mart for 
thefe commodities. Hafelquift fays*, that the 
inhabitants of Bethlehem chiefly live by them, 
making models of the holy fepulchre, croflfes, &c. 
Of thefe there was fo large a ftock in Jeruf^lem, 
that the procurator told him he had to the amount 
of fifteen thoufand piaftres in the magazine of the 
convent. An incredible quantity of them, he 
fays, goes yearly to the Roman catholic countries 
in Europe, but moft to Spain and Portugal. 
Many are bought by the Turks, who come yearly 
for thefe commodities. 

TniyeU, p, 149. 
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tHE INTRODUCTION; 

I THINK that I have fufflcientlf 
proved in my DifqUi/kicns relating to Matter and 
Spirit J thatj in the fcriptures^ the ftate of death is 
rcprefented as a ftate of abfolute inlenfibilitjr^ 
being oppofed to life. The do6trine of the dif« 
tinftion between foul and bodj^ as two di£Ferenc 
fubftances^ the one material and the other imma-> 
terial) and fo independent of one anotherj that 
the latter may eveil^ die and perifh^ and the for*> 
mer» inftead of lofing any things be i^ther a 
gainer by the cataftrophe^ was originally a doC'* 
trine of die oriental philofophyi which afterwards 

fprte4 
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fpread into the weftern part of the world. But 
it does not appear that it was ever adopted by 
the generality of the Jews, and perhaps not even 
by the noore learned and philofophical of them, 
fuch as Jofephus, till after the rime of our Sa- 
viour ; though Philo, and fome others^ who 
refided in Egypt, might have adopted that tenet 
in an earlier period. 

Though a diftinftion is made in tlie fcrip- 
tures between the principle, or feat, of thought 
in man, and the parts which aredeftined to other 
funftions ; and in the New Teftament that prin- 
ciple may fomctimes be fignified by the term 
Joul^ yet there is no inftance, either in the Old 
or New Teftament, of this foul being fuppofed 
to be in one place and the body in another. 
They are always conceived to go together, fo 
that the perceptive and thinking power could 
not, in fadt, be confidered by the facrcd writers 
as any other than a ptoperty of a living man, and 
therefore as what ceafed of courfe when the man 
was dead, and could not be revived but with the 
revival of the body. 

Accordingly, we have no promife of any re- 
ward, or any threatening of punilhment, after 
death, but that which is reprefented as taking 
place at the general refurreftion. And it is ob- 
fervable that this is never, in the fcriptures, 
called, as with us, the refurredion of the body (as 

of 
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if the foul, in the mean tinie, was in lome other 
place) but always the refurreftion of the deady 
that isj of the man. If, therefore, there be any 
intermediate Jiate^ in which the foul alone exifts, 
confcious of any thing, there is an abfolute filence 
concerning it in the fcriptures ; death being 
always fpoken of there as a ftate of reft, of filence, 
and of darknefs, a place where the wicked ceafe from 
troubling^ but where the righteous cannot praife 
God. 

This is the fum of the argument from the 
fcriptures, and comes in aid of the arguments 
from rcafon and the nature of things, which Ihcw 
the utter incapacity of any conne6tion between 
fubftances fo totally foreign to each other, as the 
material and immaterial principles are always de« 
fcribed to be j things that have no common pro- 
perty whatever, and therefore muft be incapable 
of all mutual aftion. I think I have fhewn 
that, let the immaterial principle be defined in 
whatever manner it is polEble to define it, the 
fuppofition of it explains no one phenomenon 
in nature; there being no more conceivable con- 
nexion between the powers of thought, and this 
immaterial^ than between the fame powers, and 
a material principle i and for any thing that ap- 
pears, our ignorance concerning the nature of 
this principle ihould lead us to fuppofe that it 
may^ juft as well as that it mty noty be compatible 
with niatter. 

All 
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All that can be faid^ is, that we can fee no 
relation between the principle of ienfadon and 
thought, and any fyftem of matter i but neither 
do we perceive any relation which matter bean 
to gravity^ and various other properties^ with 
which we fee that it is, in faft, endued. The 
lame great Being, therefore, that has endued 
matter with a variety of powers, with which it 
leems to have no natural conne£tion, may have 
endued the living human brain with this power 
oi Jenfation and thought, though we arc not able 
€0 perceive bow this power fhould refultfrom 
matter fo modified. And fince, judging by ex- 
perience, thefe powers always do accompany a 
certain flate of the brain, and are never found 
except accompanying that ftate; there is jufl 
the fame reafon, why we fhould fay that they 
neceflarily inhere in, and belong to the brain in 
that ftate, as that eledricity is the neceflary pro- 
perty of glafs, and magnetifm of the load Itone. 
It is conjlant concomitancy, and nothing elfc, that 
is the foundation of our conclufions in both 
cafes alike. 

There is not, in faft, any one phaenomenon 
in favour of the opinion of the foul being a 
feparate fubftance from the body. During life 
and health, the fentient powers always accom- 
pany the body, and in a temporary ceflation 
of thought, as in a fwoon, apparent drowning, 
&c. there never was an inftance^ in which ic 

was 






concerhing the State of tie Dead. 3B1 

wt$ pretended that the Ibul had been in another 
pl«ce» and came back again when the body waa 
revived. In all thefe cafes, the powens of ^ir* 
f§fim and thought are, to all appearance, as much 
fofpended, as thofe of breathing and moving ; and 
we flcii^ juft as wdl bquire where the latter 
had been ui the bterval of apparent death, aa 
where the former had been at the fame time. 

There is, indeed, an tmperfeA mental pro-v 
cdb going on during fleep; but this feems to 
he in propordon to the imperfedaon of the 
deep; for when it is perfedljr found, and the 
brain probably completely at reft, there is no 
more fenfiution or thought ihin daring a fwoon 
or apparent drowning. Or, if there had been 
fufficicnt evidence of uninterrupted thought dur«* 
ing the foundcft deep, ftill it nnight ht fuppofed 
to depend upon the powers (fhfe, which were ftill 
in the body, and might keq) up Ibme motion in 
the brain. 

The only proof of die power of thought notf 
depending upon the body, m this cafe, would be 
the foul being afterwards confcious to itfelf^ that 
it had been in ome place^ while the body had 
been in another. Whereas in dreams we never 
have any idea hut that of our whole fehres hav«^ 
ing been in fome dtflPerent place, aiKl in fbme very 
difitrent jlate> from that in which we really ate. 
Upon the whole, dierefore^ diere can be no 
more reafbn to think that the principle of tbonghe 

belongs. 
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belongs to a fubftance diftindt from the bpdjfi 
than that the principle of bribing and of momi 
belongs to another diftin£b fubftance, or than 
tliat the principle of found in a bell belongs to a 
fubftance diftind from the bell itfelf^ and that it is 
not a power or property j depending upon the ftacc 
into which the parts of it are occafionally put. 

How men came to imagine that the cafe was 
otherwifc, is not eafy to fay, any more than how 
they came to imagine that the fun, moon, and 
ftars were animated, and the proper objefts of 
adoration. But when once, in confequence of 
any train of thinking, they could fuppofe that 
the efFe£ts of the heavenly bodies, and of the 
other inanimate parts of nature, were owing to 
invifible powers refiding in them, or to fome- 
thing that was not the objeft of their external 
fenfes, they might eafily imagine man to have a 
principle of a fimilar kind ; and then it was eafy 
enough to advance one ftep farther, and to fup- 
pofe that this invifible principle was a thing in- 
dependent of the body, and might fubfift when 
that was laid in the grave. 

It was a long time, however, before men got 
quite clear of the idea of the neceffary connexion 
between the corporeal and the fpiritual part of 
man. For it was long imagined that this invi- 
fible part of man accompanied the body in the 
place of its interment, whence came the idea of 
the de/cent of thejouly (hade, or ghoft, into fomc 

fubterraneous 
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fubterraneous place ; though afterwards, by at- 
tending to the fubjeft, and refining upon it, phi- 
lolbphers began to think that this invifible part 
of man, having nothing grofs or heavy in its 
compofition, might afcend rather than defcend^ 
and fo hover in fome higher region of the atmo- 
iphere. And chrillians, having an idea of a local 
heaven^ fomewhere above the clouds, and of God 
,and Chrift, refiding there, they came in time to 
think that the fouls of good men, and efpecially 
of martyrs, might be taken up thither, or into 
fome place adjoining to it, and where they might 
remain till the refurredion. 



SECTION I. 

Of the Opinions concerning the Dead till the Time 

af Aujlin 

In the fccond and third centuries, thofc 
who believed that there was a foul diftinft from 
the body fuppofed that after death it went to 
fome place under ground; but as this is not the 
dodtrine of the fcriptures, it could not have been 
the general opinion of chriftians at the firll i and 
how long they kept to the genuine doftrine of 
revelation, and the diftates of reafon and com« 
mon fenfe^ in this refped, cannot be determined. 

It 
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It appears, however, diac diere were fomt chrif- 
dans who did fo, afid diat in Arabia this doftrine 
was held by feme {o late as the third centunr. 
For we are informed that they maintained tbtc 
the foul perifhes with die body, but diat it wffi 
be railed to life again, by the power of God, sc 
the refurreftion. It is faid, however, that they 
were induced to abandon this opinion by the 
arguments and influence of Origen^. 

It was in Arabia aUb, diat we find the op* 
nion of Chrift having no more proper divinity of 
his own but only that of the Father refiding in 
him, and that he had no exiftence at all before 
his appearance in this world. This opinion ii 
likewife faid to have been confuted by Origenf . 
Dupin fays, that Tatian aifo held the opinion of 
the Arabians with relpeft to the foul J. 

It is to be regretted that we have no farther 
accounts concerning thefe chriftians. Ecclefiaf- 
tical hiftorians call them pbilofopbers i but the 
fyftem which they held was fundamentally dif- 
ferent from that of any other philofophy in thofc 
times. It cannot, however, be fuppofed that 
this opinion was peculiar to thefe people. The 
Jewilh chriftians, at leaft, muft have retained it, 
and probably as long as they continued to fubfift. 
But we have no diftinft account of their opinions, 

* Eufebii Hift. lib. vi. cap. xxxvii. vol, !• p. 2^* 
f Ibid. cap. xxxiii. p. 297. 

I Bibliotheca Patram* vol. i. p. 55. 

or 
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or of any thing relating to them. They were not 
writers themfelves, and thofe that were had little 
intercourfe with them, or value for them* 

Whenever the Jews received the opinion of 
the feparate exiftence of the foul, it was in the 
imperfedt ftate above-mentioned. For they held 
that there Was a place below the earth, which 
they called faradife^ where the fouls of good men 
remained 5 arid they diftinguifhed this from the 
upper paradife^ where they were to be after the 
rcfurredtion. The chriftians borrowed their opi- 
nion from the Jews, and fuppofed that Hades ^ or 
the place of fouls, was divided into two manfions, 
in one of which the wicked were in grief and 
torment, and in the other the godly were in joy 
and happinefs, both of them expefting the ge- 
neral refurredlion** 

Into this general necepticle of fouls, it was 
the opinion of the early FatherSj that Chrift de- 
fended, to preach 5 they fuppofing thefe to be 
the \^rits in prifon mentioned by the apoftle 
Peter, i Pet. iii. 1 9. And as it is faid in the gofpel 
tiiat he came not to call the rigbteousy butjhmers to 
repentancey fome of them fuppofed either that he 
did not give much attention to the good, or that 
they did riot attend to him ; for they ^iay that, 
whereas he brought away many of the wicked, 
he left thofe of the good where they were. But 

* Hiftoiy of the Apoftles Greedy p. 198, 5cc. 

C c perhaps 
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lilt ffig^iit60ui fCiiHiiBt' 4Bujpyft| nponsipM ^. ft 
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tfMoar.Swiourpraidicd fe cfibftwiBy^ pM-'j 
fdifAjT tbt iriiofe of 4w Jmmwjmmw ([nir fiiilfii .^ 
ilKjr odkd die pctdifti iririuttr iphadk iUfeM«.. j 

fimis widi him .vm hantafii £«^ dri^aDl- \ 

l l ltf httfll t llfff MMlJMI i IfllCllufr it- Wli'MHf JMh 

poTcd m die tiine of the IUmvi^ «h«t^ 
of good aco in general wodd be vUi Civit 
led enioit ifirfcat wtt dmctllnl Ale JiNtfiCr tdte 
1^ G9i^ ttli the refonedtioAw 

This opinion is clearly ftated by Navadai^ 
for he fays, " Nor are the regions below the 
^ earth void of powers {pt^tibm) regularly 
<^ difpofed and arranged; for diere is a place 
^ whither the fouls of die ri^iteous and of the 
<' wicked are led, exped:ing die fentence of a 
^ future judgnocntf.^ TUs was evidendy die 
unifbnti c^inion of chriftiaQ writers itbr manf 
centuries after this dnie. 

The article concerning the iijcm (f Cbrifi 
mt$ bdlf m what we call the afofiUs creeds is act 

* Burnet on the Articles^ p. 71* 
f De Tnattatoi cap* i« p^ 5* 

mentioned 
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mentioned by any writer before Ruffintrs, who 
found it in his own church at Aquikia ; but it 
was not then known at Rome^ or in the Eaft» 
At firft alfo, the expreffion was (iwtJax9«wa) but 
in the creed of Athanafiusy made in the lixth or 
feventh century, it was changed into Hades. 
But even then, it feems to have been put for 
haialy there being no other word exprefllng the 
burial of Chrift in that creed*. But in the de- 
denfioA' of the Greek, and chiefly in the Latin 
tongue, the term badesy or belly began to be ap- 
plied to the manflon of wicked fouls s fome of 
the Fathers imaginbg bodes to be in the centre 
of the earth, others under the earth, and fome 
being uncertain about its fituation. 

The high opinion that foon began to be en- 
tertained of the heroifm and merits of the mar- 
tjFTS, led chriftians to fuppofe that a preference 
would be ^ven to their fouls after death. For 
while the fouls of ordinary chriftians were to wait 
their doom in fome intermediate ftate, or to pais 
ta their final bli& through a purgation of fire, ic 
came to be the general belief that martyrs were 
adnutted][to the immediate prefence of God and 
of Chrift, the fire of martyrdom having purged 
away all their fins at once. 

It was the opinion of moft of the early Fa« 
thers that the world was to be deftroyed by fire^ 
and alfo that all men were to pafs through this 

* Burnet on the Articles^ p. 69* 

Cc 9 fire^ 
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fir^ that die good would be purified by it, and 
die wicked confumed. The former part of this 
doArine diey might learn from the apoftle Peter; 
but it does not clearly appear whence they deriTcd 
die latter pan of it. It is evident, however, that 
diey bad no proper idea of the eternity of hel! 
. ^Rmeatl. And it was the opinion of Origen, and 
aibcr faim of Gregory Nazianzen, and probabl]r 
of odicn of the Fathers, that the wicked, after 
faeiog dttis punilhed according to their deferts, 
would cotat out purified, and obtain mercy*. 
Ambrofe thought that the wicked would remain 
in tius.fire, which was to confume the world, 
but bow Img does not appear ■\i Hilary main- 
tuned, diar after the day of judgment all muft 
pais through the fire, even the virgin Mary her- 
felf, in order to purify them from their fins. 
This opinion was the firft idea of a doftrinc of 
Purgatoryt which was fo great a fource of gain 
to the monks and priefts in alter-ages. 

Auftin fpeaks very doubtfully with refpeft to 
tlie dead. He fometimes feems very pofitive for 
two ftates onlyi but as he alferted the lafl: proba- 
tory fire, fo he feems to have thought that good 
fouls might fuffer fome grief in their fcqueftered 
ftate before the laft day, on account of fome of 
their pad fins, and that they might rife to their 
proper confummation by degrees. See his fen- 
timents on this fubjeft pretty much at large in 



* Sunr A. D. jS^. f lb. A. D. 397. 
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hisfrftqueJiiontoDulcidius^; where he inclines to 
think that they who have faith in Chrift, but love 
the world too much, will be l^^ved iut Jo as by 
fre\ whereas they who, though they profefs faith 
in Chrift, yet negled good works, will fuffer eter- 
nally. In his treatife De Civitate Deif, he does 
not feem difpofed to controvert the opinion of 
thofe who fay that all would be faved at laft, 
through the interceflion of the faints. 

The Gnoftics are faid to have maintained 
that the greateft part of mankind would be annu 
bilated at the day of judgment, which was pro- 
bably the fame thing that was meant by thofe 
who faid that they would be confumed in the fire 
that was to deftroy the world. 



SECTION 11. 

Of the Opinions concerning the State of the Deadj 
from the Time ofAuJlin till the Reformation. 

In the laft period we have feep fome- 
thing like the doftrine of Purgatory y but it is fo 
exceedingly unlike the prefent doftrine of the 
church of Rome on that fubjeft, that we can 
hardly imagine that it could ever ferve as a 
foundation for it. The antient Fathers only 

' * openly vol. IV. p. 658. f Lib. xxi.cap. iS. 

C c 3 thought 
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thought that when this world would be deftroyed 
by fire, that fire would purify the good, and de- 
ftroy the wicked. Whereas, this purgatory is 
fomething riiat is fuppofcd to take place imme- 
diately after death, to affcd the foul only, and to 
terminate fooner or later, according to circum- 
ilances, efpcciall/ the pains that are taken in fa- 
vour of the dead, by the mafles and other good 
offices of the living, as well as by their own be- 
nefadions and bequefts for religious ufes before 
their death. 

On the whole, therefore, it looks as if this 
doftrine of purgatory had been built upon fome 
OLhfr ground; and nothing is fo likely to fiirnifli 
a ground work for it, as the notions of the hea- 
thens concerning the ftate of fouls in the r^ons 
below, which were always fuppofed capable of 
being brought back agjun. Alio the popular opi- 
nions of the northern nations concerning the (bate 
of fouls after death were, in many caTeSj rimilar 
to thofe of the Greeks and Romans; and fuch 
opinions as thefe would not eafily quit their hold 
of the common people on their converiion to 
chriftianity; and being held together with the 
opinion of the Fathers above-mentioned, the pre- 
fent doftrine of purgatory might, in time, be the 
produce of both. 

It is generally faid that the foundation c^ the 

prefenc do&rine was laid by Gregoiy die Great, 

•who 
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who lived in the fixth century, about 1 60 years 
after Auftin. But his opinions on the fubjeft 
were very little different from thofc of Auftin 
himfelf^ and of others before him, of which an 
account has been given in the former period. 
Gregory, however, did fuppole that there was 
a purgatory to expatiate the flight offences of 
which very good men might be guilty; but he 
does not fay that this puniihment would always 
be by means of fire, nor did he fuppofe this ex- 
piation to be made in the fame place, but fome- 
times in the air, and fometimes in fmks, &c. 
or places full of filth and naftinefs. He alfo 
Ipeaks of fbme good men whofe fouls went im- 
mediately to heaven. But in one way he cer- 
tainly did greatly promote the doftrine, viz. by 
the many idle ftories which he propagated about 
what happened to particular. fouls after they had 
left their bodies, as concerning the foul of king 
Theodoric, which was boiled in the pot of 
Vulcan *• 

Narrow, however, as thefe foundations were, 
the monks were very induftrous in building 
upon them ; finding it the moft profitable bufi- 
nefs they were ever engaged in; and about the 
tenth century the prefent fyflem feems to have 
been pretty well completed. For then not even 
the beft of men were fuppofed to be exempted 
from the fire, of purgatory ; and it was generally 
reprefcnted as not lefs fevere than that of hell 

• Sueur, A. D. 594. 

C c 4 itfelfl 
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itfelf. But then fouls might always be delivt 
from ic by the prayers and mafles of the living, 
which prayers and niaffcs might always be had 
upon certain pecuniary confiderationsj and the 
fables and fictitious miracles that were propa- 
gated to fecure the belief of this new kind of 
future ftate, were innumerable. 

Thomas Aquinas fays that the place of pur- 
gatory is near to that in which the damned arc 
punifhed, that the pains of purgatory exceed all 
the pains of this life, that fouls are not punifhed 
by dfemons but by divine juftice only, though 
angels or daemons might conduct them to the 
place. By the pains of purgatory, he fays, ve- 
nial fins are expiated even quod culpam, or from 
the guilt of them, and that fome are delivered 
fooner than otli^rs*. 

The prefent doftrine of the church of Rome 
on the fubjeft of purgatory is, that every man is 
liable both to temporal and eternal punifliment 
for his fins; that God, on account of the death 
and intercelTion of Chrift, does indeed pardon fin 
as to its eternal punilhment; but that the finner 
is ftill liable to temporal punilhment, which he 
he muft expiate by a£i:s of penance and forrow 
in this world, together with fuch other fu^ings 
as God Ihall think fit to lay upon him -f . But if 

* SumuM, vol. ill. p. 44fi. tec. 

t PeOwch f>f (, I pray God evetj Axf to make 1117 purgitoty 
in thii world. Memoiret pour Is vie dePhitarch, vol. iii.pt S77> 

he 
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he does not expiate thefe in his life, there is a 
ftate of fufFerings and mifery in the next world, 
where the foul is to bear the temporal punilh- 
ment of. its fin, which may continue longer or 
fliorter till the day of judgment; and to the 
Ihortening of this punifhment, prayers and works 
of fupererogation here on earth, or the intercef- 
fions of the faints in heaven, but above all things, 
the facrifice of the mafs, are of great efficacy. 
This is the doftrine of the church of Rome, as 
afferted in the councils of Florence, and of 
Trent* 

Before this time, the opinions concerning 
purgatory were exceedingly various, with relpeft 
to the. place of purgatory, the nature of the 
pains of it, and indeed every thing belonging 

of it. Eckius maintained that it was in the bot- 
tom of the fca. Others would have it to be 
in mount Etna, Vefuvius, or fome other burning 
mountain. Sir Thomas Moore fays, that the 
punifhment will be only by fire, but Fifher his 
fellow fufierer, by fire and by water. Lorichius 
fays neither by fire nor water, but by the violent 
convulfions of hope and fear. Filher maintained 
that the e^^ecutioners would be the holy angels, 
but Sir Thomas Moore thought they would be 
the devils. Some again thought that only venial 
fins are expiated in purgatory,. but others that 
mortal fins are expiated there likewife. Dennis the 
Carthufian, thought that the pains of purgatory 

* Burnet on the Artlclesi p. 169. 

^ would 



would contiune to the end of the world, b« 
Dominicus a Soco limited it to ten yearSi and 
and others made the time to depend on the num- 
ber of mafles, &c. that ihould be faid on their 
belialf, or on the will of the pope. Thomas 
Aquinas, as has been fcen above, makes the 
pains of purgatory to be as violent as thofe of 
hell; whereas, the Rhemifts fay that fouls are not 
in a bad condition there, and Durandus, holding 
a middle opinion g^ves them fomc iotermifljon 
from their pains on fundays and holidays. Bede 
tells a long ftory of a Northumberland man, who 
after he died returned to life again, and faid diac 
he had pafled through the middle of a long and 
large valley, which had two lakes in it, in one of 
vhjdi fouls were nrmentecl widi hat, md in the 
other with cold; and that when a. foul had been 
ia long in the hot lake that it could endure no 
longer, it would leap, into the cold one ;. and 
when that became int{^rable, it wouhf leap 
back again. This uncertainty was fo great, that 
die whole do&rine mull have been difcredtted, 
if it had not been for the profits which the popes, 
the prte£b> and die friars, made of it *. 

The living being, t^ means of this dodrine 
of purgatory, de^ly interefted in die fate of the 
dead, and having them very much at dtrir 
mercy, the miftaken compalTion and i»ety of 
many perfons, could not Bai to be excited in their 

f StkjAj't KwuSk Hgrfekacb, p. aoj. 

&vour. 
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favour. Before the tenth century, it had been 
cuftomary in many places, to put up prayers on 
cwtain days for the fouls that were confined in 
pijrgatory, but thefc were nmade by each religious 
fociety for its own members and friends j but in 
this century a feftival was inftituted by Odiio 
bifhop of Clungy, in remembrance of all de^ 
farted fouls J and it was added to the Latin calen** 
dar towards the conclufion of the century *. 

The Greeks, though in moft rcfpeds they 
had fuperftitions fimilar to thofc of the Latins, 
ytt they never adopted their notions concerning 
purgatory. At the time that this opinion w^s 
formed in the Weft, the two churches had very 
little intercourfe with each other; and befides, 
the Greeks were fo alienated from the Latins^ 
diat the reception of it by the latter would have 
rendered the former more averfe to it. 

According to the doftrine of purgatory, the 
moment that any foul is rekafed from that place, 
it is admitted ioto heaven, to the prefence of God 
And of Chrift, and made as happy as it can be in 
an unembodied ftate, which was contrary to the 
opinion of the early Fathers, viz. that all fouls 
continued in hades^ until the refurredtion, or at 
moft diat an exception was made in favour of the 
martyrs. However this dodtrine of purgatory, 

* Monieim> vol X. 223. 

and 
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and the opinion of the cfficay of prayers, and of 
maflcs, to procure complete happinefe for thofe 
who were expofed to it at length obliterated the 
anticnt doArine, as appeared when an attempt 
was made to revive fomething like it by pope 
John XX 11. 

Towards the concluGon of his life, this pope 
incurred tlie difapprobation of the whole cathoUc 
church, by aflerting in fome puWic difcourfes, 
that the fouls of the faithful in their intermediaEe 
Hate, were permitted to behold Chrift as a 
man, but not as God. This doftrine particu- 
larly offended Philip VI. king of France, who 
eaufed it to be examined and condemned by the 
divines of Paris in i^jij. The pope being 
alarmed at this oppofirion, foftened his opinion 
in the year following^ by faying that the unem- 
bodied fouls of the righteous behold the divine 
eflence as far as their feparate ftate and condition 
wilt admit; and for fear of any ill confequences, 
from dying under the imputation of herefy, 
when he lay upon his death bed, he fubmitted 
his opinion to the judgment of the church. His 
fuccefTor Benedid XII. after miich controverfy, 
eflablifhed the prefent do£trine, viz. that the 
fouls of the bleffed, during their innmediate 
ftatCi do fully and perfeftly contemplate the 
divine nature*. 

* Moflieiin, vol iii. f, i j8. 
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' It may juft deferve to be mentioned, at the 
clofe of this period, that the doiStrine of the re- 
furreftion of the fame body, was queftioned by 
Conon biftiop of Tarfus, in the fixth century ; 
who, in oppofition to Philoponus a philofopher 
of Alexandria (who had afferted that both the 
form and the matter of the body would be re- 
.ftored at the refurre6tion) maintained that the 
form would remain, but that the matter would 
be, changed*. 



SECTION III: 

Of the Revival of the genuine Doitrine of Revelation 
concerning the State of the Dead. 

OO general was the belief of a pur* 
gatory in this weftern part of the world, that 
WickliflFe could not entirely fhake it off. But 
though he believed in a purgatory, he faw'the 
abfurdity of fuppofing that God had entrutted 
any man with power to relieve finners from 
fuch a ftate 5 though whether the fouls of the dead 
might not be profited by the prayers of the liv- 
ing, he feems to have been in doubt t« 

* Moflieim, vol. i. p«473« 
f Gilpin*9 Life of bim, p. 70* 

The 
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The anticnt WaldenTcs, however, who (qia- 

■ rartd from the church of Rome before the doc- 
trine of pufgatoty had got eftablilhed, never ad- 
mittrd it [ and prcfenily after the reformation by 
Luther, «fe find it abandoned by all who }cfc the 
church of Rome without exception, fo that this 
doftrinc is now peculiar to that church. 

The doctrine of a fault however, and of its 
cxiftence in a feparate confcious flatc, from the 

■ time of death to that of the refurre^Hon, which 
was the foundation of the doftrine of purgatory, 
and of many other abufcs of popery, was ftill re- 
tained by mod. But Mofheim mentions fome 
andiqjd&k wfao hdd Alt Ac find floe^ tifi die ^ 
rcfurreftion*! and the Hdvcdc confdSicm coD- 
dcmns all thofe who believed the fleep of the 
fbulf, Vrhich Ibews diat a coofiidenibte numbed 
muft have muntaincd k. Luther himfelf wasof 
this opinion ; though whether he died in it has 
been doubted. It was, however, the firm belief 
of fo many of tlie reformers of that ^e, that had 
it not been for die authority of Calrin, who wrote 
exprefsly a^^nft it, the dofhrine of an intermediate 

. tm^cuMsfiate would, in all probability, have been 
as e^ftu^ exploded as the do£hiae ^ pui^ 
tory itfel£ 

Several peribns in thiscoraitry have, in every 
period fince die reform^oo, appeared in &vour 

• Vol. w. p. i<}. f tfmtat, p. 10. 
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• 

oitbefieep of the fouU and it always had a confix 
derabk number of foUowera. Of late this opinion 
has gained ground very njuch> ^ecially fince 
the writings of the prefent excellent bifhop of 
Carliile, anid of archdeacon Blackburne on the 
iubje£L But I thmk the do6bine of an interme^ 
diate ftate can never be efFe£tuaUy extirpated, fb 
long as the belief of a feparate foul is retained>r 
For while that is fuppofed to exift independendjr 
of the body, it wiH not be eafily imagined to fleq> 
along with it, but will be thought to enjoy more 
or lefs of a confcioufnefi of its exiilence» 

But when^ agreeably ta the diftates of reafon, 
as weH as the teftimcMiy of fcripture rightly un- 
derftoodj we fhaU acquiefce in the opinion that 
man is an homogeneous bmgy and that the powers 
of fea&don and thought belong to th? brainy as 
much as gravity and magnetifin belong to other 
arrangements pf matter, the whole fabric of fu« 
perftition, which had been built upon the doc- 
trine of a foul and of its feparate donfcious date 
mud fall at once. And this perfuafion will give 
a value to the gofpel which it could not have be- 
fore, as it will be found to fupply the only fatis- 
faftory evidence of a future life. For though a 
future (late of retribution might appear fuffi- 
ciently confonant to fome appearances in nature, 
yet when the means of it, or the only method by 
which it could be brought about (viz, that of the 
refurreftion of the very body that had putrified in 

the 
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the grave, or had been reduced to, allies) were fo 
little vifible (fince, to all appearance, men die 
exaftly like plants and brute animals, and no 
analogy drawn from tbem, can lead us to expedt 
a revival) we ' mull' eagerly embrace that gofpel, 
in which alone this important truth is . clearly 
brought to light. It is in the gofpel alone that 
we have an exprefs aflurance of a future life, by 
a perfon fully authorized to give it, exemplified 
alfo in his own perfon j he having been a6hially 
put to death, and raifed to life again, for the pur- 
pofe of giving us that afTurance. 

To give this value to revelation, by proving 
the proper and complete mortality of many on the 
principles of reafon and fcripture, is the objeft of 
my Difquifttiofis relating to Matter and Sprite to 
which, and alfo to what I have added in fupport 
of it, in my difcuflion of the fubje6t with Dr. 
Price, I beg leave to refer my readers. 
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